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PREFACE 


Tre present volume is the result of collaboration 
between two colleagues, the one a $student of the 
Semitic languages, the other of Christian doctrine. 
After the former had prepared an English translation 
of the whole work, the manuscript was handed over to 
the latter, who read it carefully through ; the difficulties 
were then jointly discussed. The editors hope that by 
this means they are able to offer a reliable rendering 
of the original text. The absence of any English 
edition of a work which has given rise to much theo- 
logical discussion has, in their opinion, justified them 
in undertaking the task ; but, although their edition 1s 
based on an independent study of the Syriac version 
itself, they desire to acknowledge their indebtedness 
to MM. Bedjan and Nau, the editors of the Syriac 
text and of the French translation respectively, their 
reliance on whom 1s evident on every page of the 
translation and in almost every note; indeed, if they 
had not already covered the ground, it is unlikely that 
the present work would ever have been accomplished. 

We wish to express our gratitude also to those 
whose encouragement and assistance has enabled us 
to complete our work : to the President and Fellows 
of Magdalen College and to the Trustees of the 
Denyer and Johnson Fund tor most generous financial 
orants; to the staff of the Clarendon Press for their 
courtesy and care ; to the Rev. F. W. Green for reading 


the proofs, and to him and to Mrs. Margoliouth for 
2775 a 3 
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many valuable suggestions ; to Dr. B. ]. Kidd for per- 
mission to draw on his Z7z5s/ory of the Church to 4.D. 461 
in compiling the historical section of our Introduction ; 
to the editors of the proposed Patristic Lexicon for 
putting at our disposal for the purpose of Appendix III 
the material which they had collected, and to the 
Rev. T. G. ]Jalland for his help in drawing up that 
appendix ; and to the proprietors of the Fournal of 
Theological Studies for permission to reprint Appendix 


IV from their pages. 
G. R. D. 
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x INTRODUCTION 


by the discovery, not indeed of the Tragedy, but of The Bazaar 
of Heracleides. 

This work was introduced to English readers by Dr. 
Bethune-Baker of Cambridge in 1908 in his monograph 
Nestorins and his Teaching.” In his preface Dr. Bethune- 
Baker gives the following account of the work. 

The book must have been written by Nestorius in the year 
451 or 452, Seeing that there are references to the death of 
Theodosius II in 450, and to the flight of Dioscorus of 
Alexandria.? Dioscorus was at the Counci! of Chalcedon in 
451, but though formally deposed by the Council in October 
of that year was not condemned to banishment until the 
following July. On the other hand, Nestorius, though speak- 
ing of the triumph of the orthodox faith of Flavian and Leo, 
does not seem to be aware of the formal decisions of the 
Council of Chalcedon. It appears, therefore, that Dioscorus 
must have fled when the Council decided against him, and that 
when Nestorius wrote he must have heard of his flight, but not 
of the formal decision of the Council or of the imperial decree 
by which sentence of exile was pronounced upon him. 

Dr. Bethune-Baker identifies this work with that mentioned 
by Evagrius. He conjectures that the Syriac translation may 
have been undertaken at the instance of Maraba, Catholicos of 
the Eastern Church, between 525 and 533, but no absolute 
certainty can be attained on this point.” Apart from the 
reference to it by Ebedjesu it is not again heard of until the 
nineteenth century. The original manuscript is at Kotchanes 
in Kurdistan and for several years its existence has been known 
to members of the Archbishop of Canterbury's Mission to 
Assyrian Christians, s0me of whom obtained copies of it. It 
was noticed in the last decade of the nineteenth century by 
two German scholars,* and attention was called to it by 
Dr. Loofs of Halle in his Collection of Nestorian remains 
published in 1905.5 In 1908 Dr. Bethune-Baker published 

| Cambridge University Press. 2 Sce below, pp. xxvili, 369, 375- 

5 See p. xi, and especially n. 5. 

* H. Goussen, Martyrius Sahdona's Leben und Werke (Leipzig, 1897), and 


Braun, Das Buch der Synhodos (Stuttgart. 1900). 
* Loofs, Nestoriana (Halle, 1903). 
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his monograph, and in 1910 a Syriac text was published 
in Leipzig by P. Bedjan * and a French translation in Paris 
by F. Nau.* 


ii. THE TEXT, 


Our translation is based on Bedjan's Syriac text.3 Nestorius 
himself wrote his defence in Greek; his works were con- 
demned to be burnt and only a few sermons and letters 
have survived in Greek and Latin.* Now only the Nestorian 
liturgy and Ze Bazaar of Heracleides are known, 

The Syriac translation of the latter work was made about 
535 under the patriarch Paul, according to Bedjan ®* ; of this 
there is extant only one mutilated manuscript, which is pre- 
Served in the library of the Nestorian patriarch at Kotchanes, 
in Kurdistan, This manuscript has suffered considerable 
damage, chiefly at the hands of the Kurds on the occasion of 
the massacre of Nestorian Christians by the Kurdish chief 
Bedr Khan Bey in 1843.5 Of this manuscript Bedjan * says : 
* According to the blank pages in the manuscripts which I 
* have had in my hands, and according to certain brief notes of 
* the copyists, I have reckoned that at page 146 of my edition 
*[z. e. Syr., P. 146, as given at the top of each page in our 
* translation] there are very nearly 55 pages which have dis- 


1 Nestorius, Le Livre d' Heraclide de Damas, edite par Paul Bedjan, P. D. L. M. 
(Lazanste), avec plusieurs appendices (Leipzig and Paris, 1910): 

2 Nestorius, Le Livre d'Hcoraclide de Damas, traduit en francais par F. Nau 
(Paris 1910), 

3 See Bedjan, op, cit., pp. viii-xi, whence our account of the text is drawn, 

4 At the end of the thirtcenth century it is clear from the catalogue of the 
Bishop of Nisibis that most of Nestorius' works in Greek and Latin had disap- 
peared ; only a Syriac version of his 7;agoedia, his Letter to Cosmos, his Liturgy, 
a volume of letters and another of sermons, besides The Bazaar of Heracleides, 
Survived at that time (op. c7., pp. vii-vii). 

5 This date, however, seems to be at variance with the fact that the translator 
calls the Bishop of Beroca * Bishop of Aleppo? ; now if, as Nau $tates on this 
passage, the name of the see was changed from Beroea to Aleppo in A. b. 638, 
the translation must have been made after that date, provided that the original 
Syriac manuscript also has Aleppo (see p. 330, n.1). The new (Eastern) name, 
however, may have been current long before the name of the see was officially 
changed. 

5 See P. 192, 7 Op. ct., pp. vili-ix. 
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* appeared ; at page 161, 42 pages are missing ; at page 209, 
* 36 pages have been lost. One can only make this calculation 
* approximately. Further, there are passages where some lines 
© have been left blank ; other places of no considerable length 
© have been obliterated by age. 

There are four copies of this manuscript, the first made in 
1889 for the library of the American mission at Urmiyah. 
From this two other copies were made : one for the University 
of Cambridge, and the other for that of Strassburg. In 
addition to these, Bedjan had a copy, written partly at Van 
and partly at Kotchanes, from the original in the possession of 
the Nestorian patriarch. Of these manuscripts only the last 
mentioned, which is the archetype of all the others, is of any 
value for the text ; Bedjan himself confesses that, where his 
text differs from that, the variations are errors or conjectural 
emendations of an original which was not accessible to him. 


iti. VALUE OF THE SYRIAC TYANSLATION. 


That the Syriac text is a translation is definitely stated by 
the writer of the © Translator's Preface'.* Fortunately, although 
the Greek original has been lost, we are in a position to esti- 
mate the value of this translation, since the Greek of certain 
passages has been preserved in the Fathers. In the first place, 
Bedjan * is undoubtedly right in secing in the title © the Bazaar 
of Heracleides* a mistake; the original Greek word seems to 
have been Tpayparela which connotes both * business * and 
* treatise', which the Syriac translator rendered by 7e'gir 4 
* merchandise '! There are, however, very few bad blunders 
in that part of the Syriac text which can be checked by a 
reference to the original Greek, as the following list shows, 
while in many cases the cause of the error can be detected : 

P. 32: The Syriac translator, in reading (ooLoazs *in 
your parts', appears to have taken pepovs in the original Greek 
as plural; the Peshitta has (jz>hoo,> fin your place * (1 Cor. 
X1l. 27), 

See p. 3. 2 Op, cit., p. viii, n. 2. 
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P. 103: The Greek Tdvra «d\wv «wovons, *straining every 
cord ', is translated in Syriac by * stirred up all that was fair' 
(misreading Tdvra «Kd\wv as Tav kanov). 

Pp. 103-4 : The Greek rovs dteorpappevovs, © those who have 
been perverted ', is translated in Syriac by © those things which 
are distorted * (reading gaa>a for gaa>). 

Pp. 269-70: The Greek Tdons ovyyxoboeos . . . yeuovra, © filled 
with all confſusion *, is translated in Syriac by * filled with 
turbulent fellows? (reading gaas for gags). 

Pp. 299-300: The Greek evapyeorara, *very clearly, is 
translated into Syriac by * in effect ' (misreading erapyeorara 
as evepyeorara), and the Greek evapyds, © clearly * by * in opera- 
tion * (misreading erapyos as evepyGs). 

P. 297: The Greek Tpoendyovor, © they cite ', is translated 
into Syriac by * he cites * (probably owing to the fact that the 
termination of the masc. plur. in Syriac was silent in pro- 
nunciation).? 

Pp. 299-300: The Greek rair' ody ade\pa rois nap Exelror 
opare, * do you then regard these things as akin to what has 
been said by them ?* is translated into Syriac by © Do these 
things then, O our brother, seem to be akin to those which 
have been said by the former ?' (the word ade\p4d being twice 
rendered, once as if it were ade\po!, by wel ,* r brother”, and 
properly by go, *akin', a word derived from the same root). 

Pp. 323-4: The Greek Tov e&& Yeo) aot Adyov yeveoVat per 
avOpwnov, © they say that the Word which proceeded from God 
became man *, is translated into Syriac by * that the word 
which proceeded from God became from man ' (reading as, 
*from * for &D, 2.0. Greek ev, *on the one hand ', which Should 
undoubtedly be restored). 

Besides these obvious blunders, there is at least one instance 
of error through homoeoteleutoui,? and one where an imperative 
is translated as if it were an optative.” 

Secondly, there are a few errors for which no palaeo- 
graphical explanation can be found : 

P. 257: The Greek Gray Tlaihos eniorehkhuv Knpurret IS 


1 The reverse error is found in three passages, on pp. 53, 284, and 378. 
2 See pp. 241-2, and crit. n, on p, 400. 3 See PP. 302-3. 
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rendered in Syriac by * when Paul, who was sent forth to 
preach, says '. 

Pp. 269-70: The Greek mepl Ths ens Bpaduryros, fas for my 
slowness', isrenderedin Syriac by as for my own Insignificance'.' 

P. 295: The Greek e3dx0np, © I have learnt ', is rendered in 
Syriac by * we have learnt .. 

No reason also can be assigned either for the fact that in the 


- phrase he who begins and grows and is perfected is not God, 


although he is $0 called on account of the gradual growth 
the translator always substitutes * revelation ' or © manifesta- 
tion ' for * growth ' (Gk. ai&qo:s),* or for the fact that the name 
Aethericus regularly appears as Atticus in his version.” 

Seeing then that a certain number of errors can be charged to 
the account of the Syriac translator and proved against him, it 
is not too bold to assume in a few passages similar mistakes. 

Finally, three other passages where the Greek and 
Syriac texts diverge may be mentioned. On p. 119 the Greek 
belxvorros 1uiv implies > 0a © (The Gospel) declaring to us ' 
for the Syriac games * we declare', On p. 242, instead of the 
Syriac >/ p> 02>. oof 'caused it to dwell with the Father ', 
the Greek has ovverd0toey eaury ...o rarhp © the Father causcd... 
to dwell with himself', apparently reading p> *indeed ' and not 
p> *with'. On p. 270 the Greek has rod d&ypov, 2.0. hay of 
the people ' where the Syriac has Jay * of the parties”. 

There seem also to be two passages where the double 
negative ov uy in Greek has led the translator into error. On 
Pp. 259, for the Syriac © For I have not denied that Christ is not 
God *, the context requires * For I have not denied that Christ 
is God (7.2. ov yap hprnpat Tov Xptotoy py ok etvai Oe; or the 
like); on p. 324, for the Syriac © how do they escape from 
Saying that the human attributes do not belong to the 0z51a of 
God the Word ?”, the cor...xt requires © how then do they 
escape from $saying that the human' attributes belong to the 
ousia of God the Word ? * (7. 6. 7&8 odv pevyovor ph Tpooveue Th 
av0pwniva Th Tod Ocod AGyoy ovota ; or the like).* Another Greek 

: Cp. Germ. meine Wenighett. 

? See P. 200, N, I, 3 SCC P. 355, N. 3- 

, Cp. Syr, I Jy Jonao - Gk, dpveira ph npookruvhoes (Syr., p. By). For 
the imitation of the redundant Greek negative aſter verbs of denying, refuging, &c, 


in the Syriac version $ee also p, 371, n, 2, 


> 
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construction over which the translator seems to have blundered 
is that of the double accusative. So on p. 156 the context 
requires that the Syriac © to regard a pros0pon as a hypostasis ' 
Should be changed into *to regard a hypostasts as a prosopon' 
(4.2. Thy vn6oTaow hyeiobat 70 mpdownov or the like, where 
the Greek does not indicate which word is the predicate). 

Against these errors there can be set a few passages where 
the Syriac version is clearly superior to the Greek original, and 
Several others where it can be used to decide between alterna- 
tive readings. In the first class come such passages as that on 
Pp. 234, where for the Greek vndoraots the Syriac substitutes 
Tp6ownov in conformity with the regular usage of Nestorius ; 
again, the Syriac rightly assigns the quotation on p. 244 to 
St. Luke, where the Greek has St. John. 

In the second category fall the following passages : 

Pp. 131-2: The Syriac confirms the reading Tvrov against 
the v. /. T6Tov. 

P. 236 : The Syriac confirms the reading raqer against the 
v. 1, avev, 

P, 270: The Syriac confirms the reading Tapa T0r xatpoy 
against the v./. repi rO0v katpdr, 

P, 295: The Syriac confirms the reading ovdapov against the 
V. 1, ovoaues, 

Pp. 299-300 : The Syriac confirms the v./., omitting the 
particle ovy, 

P. 311; The Syriac confirms the reading «xaxoGofta against 
the v./. revodotia. 

In two places the Syriac suggests a correction of the Greek 
text. On p. 223 aptyi owparos rat TEv Goa Jwparos Is clearly 
preferable to the original kai r0y &oa owparos, and on p. 242, 
in the quotation «al pot oKdnE. 70 poor, EK TEV Ev Epyors Kapar 
aptdpevor (v.l. aptdpevos), the Syriac translator seems to have 
had aptaperwy before him." 


1 The occurrence of the transliterated word QQA953200) = tymapyxirot on Þ. 107 
(Syr., Þ. 163, 1. 3) confirms the existence of this adjective in Greck. Hitherto 
it had only been found, according to Dr. Darwell Stone, in Eusebius, Vit. Const. 
4, 1, 2 ol pev xpnparov, of Fe xrnuarov, meprovoias trvyxavor, EXNor Limrapxirav 
dfrwparov, of Be ouvyrkthrov Tins, Of Fe Ths TAv wmdrwv, nhelovs BE tyyeudves 
txpnuariGov, xTA,, on which Heikel's note is © bmapxinay Cod, N.! bnarinay 
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The Syriac translation may therefore be accounted good 
after its kind. Though occasionally pedantically accurate, 
as when the see of Beroca of the original text is called by the 
translator that of Aleppo, it aims generally rather at repre- 
senting the sense of the original than at reproducing the 
Greek word for word ; for the retention of the Greek redun- 
dant negative even against the sense in a few passages is due 
rather to the tendency of the Syriac language to model itself 
on Greek, regardless of the requirements of Semitic idiom, 
than to the slavish fidelity of the translator to his original, 
This is proved not only by the loose rendering of individual 
words and phrases—for example, of aldeoyuo: by * beloved” 
(on p. 103)—but also by a certain laxity in regard to the 
translation of technical or semi-tectinical terms, due largely to 
the relative poverty of the Syriac language in comparison 
with the Greek; thus the preposition &> represents both 
avril and vn, > means in", *by*, and *with', a2 stands 
for &7odtaupeiy, drarpeiy, anodiiortivat, diiordvat, Hopife, pepilery, 
xwpifew, a>? for dapei, hravepery, peplle, Tere, and $0 ON. 
Against this, the translator accurately renders &«xannX\evey, © to 
adulterate * (on pp. 323-4}, according to its peculiar usage in 
the Cyrillian writings. 

The present editors, therefore, mindful of the fact that they 
are translating into a third language a translation—and that 
one which possesses no grace of style or elegance of diction— 
of a lost work, whote meaning depends solely on the precise 
value assigned to a number of technical terms, have frequently 
Sacrificed the English to an endeavour to render faithfully the 
Syriac version, keeping as far as possible the same English 
word for the corresponding Syriac even at the cost of a certain 
harshness or awkwardness in many passages ; for they have 
regarded it as their aim not s0 much to present the reader 
with their view of what Nestorius said as to enable him to 


form his own opinion from a careful and accurate version of 
the Syriac text. 


ms, aber in A Staht px auf Ras. u. in B ist ein Buchst. ausradiert zwischen 
«a u. 7', The following of 3 rhs rav bnrdrov is clearly against the reading 


bnaruriy, which must originally have been introduced by a scribe who was 
ignorant of the rare word brapyuxs. 


1 See P. 33O, n. I, 
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ivo HISTORY OF THE CONTROVERSY.! 
Refs. in 7he 


Date. Events. Bazaar, 
PAGES 
(English), 
428, April Nestorius becomes bishop of Constantinople 274-5 
November Anastasius preaches against 7Aeotohos. 
Christmas Nestorius begins a course of sermons 131 
| Day Protest of Eusebius (afterwards bishop of 
l)orylaeum) 338 


429. Lady Day Proclus' serrzon, replied to by Nestorius. 
Eastertide Nestorius preaches three sermons in reply to 
Proclus. 
Cyril sends his encyclica! Ad Monachos Aegyptr. 
Photius replies to it. 
Cyril stirs up accusers against Nestorius. 
Caelestine of Rome makes inquiries. 
Letters from Nestorius reach Caelestine 132 
June Cyril Ad Nestorium 7 103 ﬀf. 
Nestorius replies peacefully ; his diocese is dis- 
turbed and he 1s not ready for war. 
Nestorius is approached by the Pelagian exiles, 
Julian and Caelestius, 
Basi! and his monks petition Theodosius II 
against Nestorius, and ask for an Oecumenical 


Council 102 
430. Cyril Ad Nestoriiim [7 and Ad Clericos Cons 
Stantinopolilanos 101 ff., 143-4, 149 ff., 218, 226, 
243, 2603 
Lent Nestorius replies to Cyril, this time more 
pugnaciously 141-2, 162, 257 


Cyril De Recta Fide, (1) Ad Theodosium, (2) 
Ad Arcadiam et Marinam, (3) Ad Put-s 
cheriam et Eudoxiam. 

April Cyril Ad Caelestinum, ent by Poseidonius, 
with other documents enclosed I 31-2 

Cyril Ad Acacium (of Beroea)— a fruitless effort 
to win over *the East ”. 

August Nestorius is condemned at a Council at Rome. 
Caelestine writes to Cyril instructing him to 
carry out the sentence, and to Nestorius 
bidding him to submit and to renounce his 
*novel doctrines on pain of excommunication. 


1 This summary is compiled from B. ]. Kidd; 4 History of the Church to 
A. D. 461 (Oxford University Press, 1922), vol. iii, chs. xi-xvi. 
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Refs. in The 


Date. Events. Bazaar. 
PAGES 


430. August Cyril writes to John of Antioch and Juvenal of 
| Jerusalem. 
\ Wn John writes to Nestorius begging him to submit 
ot and accept the term 7heotohos. 

November Nestorius Ad Caeles!inum 711. 

$ Theodosius II and Valentinian IIT summon a | 
> General Council to meet at Zphesus at Pente- 
/ cost 431. xi 
W A CounciLÞ2&5-it Alexandria. 
ſt C:3Ad Nestorium TT (Synodical Letter), with 

j FSR the XII Anathematisms appended 268-9, 287-93, 325 
þ December 7 Nestorius receives Cyril's *synodical' letter and 

| Caelestine's sentence of excommunication, 
|! which cannot be put into force owing to the 
| Imperial Letter summoning the Council of 

[> Ephesus. 
f_- Dec. 13 & 14 Nestorius preaches two sermons (xiii and xiv) 

and sends them to Cyril with counter anathe- 
It matisms. Healso replies to John of Antioch, 
and with the aid of Cyril's anathematisms 

wins him over. 


430-1. Cassian De incarnatione Domini contra Nes- 
torianns, written at the invitation of Caeles- 
tine. 

431. Marius Mercator /Vestorit blasphemiarum capt- 


tula, based on Nestorius' December sermons. 

John of Antioch enlists Andrew of Samosata 
and Theodoret of Cyrus on the side of Nes- 
torius, 

Cyril Apologia contra Orientales, in reply to 
Andrew, and Apologia contra Theodoretum 
pro A1T capitibus, and Adversus Nestorit 
blasphemias libri V, 

Cyril writes to Caelestine asking what is to be 
done if Nestorius recants. 

431. May 7 Caelestine replies that * God willeth not the 
death of a sinner ?, and Cyril is to do what he 
can to win Nestorius back, 

June 7 Whitsunday, 

By 12tk June there are assembled at Ephesus : 

(1) Nestorius with ten bishops. 

(2) Counts Irenaeus and Candidianus, the latter 
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Date. 


431, June 12 


June 21 


June 22 


June 22 
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XIX 


Refs. in 7he 


Events. Bazaar. 


representing the Emperor, who had given him 
a letter of instructions. 

(3) Cyril with fifty bishops. 

(4) Juvenal of Jerusalem with the bishops of 
Palestine. 

(5) Flavian of Philippi with the bishops of 
Macedonia. 

(6) Besulas, a deacon, representing the African 
Church. 

Memnon closes the churches of Ephesus to the 
Nestorians 

Conversations between Nestorius and (a) 
Acacius of Melitene, (6) Theodotus of Ancyra 

Cyril receives a letter from John of Antioch 
Saying that he hopes to arrive in Ave or -six 
days. Alexander of Apamea and Alexander 
of Hierapolis bring a message from him, that 
the Council should not wait for him if he is 
delayed on his journey. 

Nestorius and Candidianus wish to wait for 


Jokn 106- 


But Cyril and Mermnon, with the support of 
their followers and the populace of Ephesus, 
have Nestorius summoned, and proceed with- 
out delay 

Candidianus protests, reads his Imperial in- 
structions, utters his conzes/atio, and on being 


PAGES 


267, 269 


136-141 


108, 269 


134, 312 


overruled withdraws 106, 108-16 


The Gospels are placed on the throne, as repre- 
senting the presence of Christ 

Cyril presides, claiming to do $0 in virtue of 
Caelestine's letter of August 430; but the 
force of his claim is doubtful since the imperial 
Summons to a General Council had super- 
seded Caelestine's commission to Cyril to deal 
with Nestorius, and Caelestine had himself 
Sent legates to the Council. 

Sesston /. Nestorius refuses to attend. 
The following are read : 

(1) The Creed of Nicaea 

(2) Cyril Ad Vest. 7/—received with acclama- 


119-21 


141 


tion 143-4, 149 ff. 
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Date. 


431. June 22 


June 45 


zune 29 


July 10 


July 11 


July 15 


July 17 


INTRODUCTION 


Refs. in The 
Events. Bazaar. 

PAGES 
(3) Nestorius Ad Cyrillum [/—rejected with 

anathomas 141 fﬀ., 162 
(4) Caciestine's Letter to Nestorius of August 

430. 

(5) Crit Ad Nest. ITT with the Anathematisms 

—recc:ived in silence 151, 268, 269 
(6) Testimonies of various bishops concerning 

conversations with Nestorius 136-41 


(7) Passages from certain Fathers, including 
Athanasius, Theophilus, Ambrose, Gregory 
Nazianzen, and Gregory of Nyssa 191-2, 223-265 

(8) Extracts from the writings of Nestorins 188-263 

(9) The letter of Capreolus, Primate of Africa. 


Nestorius is deposed and excominunicated 265 

Cyril, Nestorius, and Candidianus all write to 
Emperor 268 

Arrival of John of Antioch and the Easterns 267 


John immediately holds a Council. Forty-three 

bishops are present, and Candidianus. They 

depose Cyril and Memnon, an excommuni- 

cate all their adherents who will not repudiate 

Cyril's XII Anathematisms 267-9, 286-7 
Candidianus sends reports to the Emperor 117, 124 
An Imperial Rescript arrives in which Cyril is 

rebuked for his haste, and the bishops are 

commanded to await the arrival of an Imperial 


Commigssioner in Ephesus 117-18, 128 
Caclestine's Legates arrive—the bishops Arca- 
dius and Projectus and the priest Philip 126 


In accordance with Caelestine's instructions 
they give their support to Cyril. 
Session 17. Cyril presides. Caelestine's Letter 
to the Synod, written on 8th May, is read, 
Sesvion /17, The minutes of Session I are read. 
Philip announces Caelestine's assent to the 
Sentence passed on Nestorius. Letters are 
sent to the Emperor and to the Church of 
Constantinople. 

Sesson /V. John of Antioch and his supporters 
are sunnoned, but refuse to attend. 

Session |/, John sends a message refusing to 

have anything more to do with the Cyrillians. 
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Refs. in 7he 
Date. Events. Bazaar. 
PAGES 
431. July 17 They excommunicate him and his adherents, 
and send reports to the Emperor and to 


Caelestine. 
Events in Conslantinople in July. 

The Cyrillians cannot get their messages 

through to the Emperor owing to the activities 

of Candidianus and Nestorian agents. At 

last a beggar carries in a cane a letter from 

Cyril to the bishops and monks at Constanti- 

nople. With the aid of the abbot Dalmatius 

they enlist Theodosius' sympathies for Cyril 272-8 

Theodosius then gives hearing to Cyril's envoys, 
Theopemptus and Daniel, 

Nestorius' letters, and his friend, Count Irenaeus, 
put the case for the other side, and Theodosius 
orders Cyril's deposition, 

The arrival of John, Cyril's chaplain and 
physician, turns the scale. Theodosius 
decides to treat Cyril, Memnon, and Nes- 
torius as all deposed, and to send a new 
commissioner to Ephesus 279 

July 21 & 31 Ses#ons VI and V77 are not directly concerned 
with the Nestorian controversy. 
August Count John, the imperial commissioner, arrives 
at Ephesus 279, 280 

He announces the deposition of Nestorius, Cyril, 
and Memnon, puts them all under arrest, and 
reports the fact to the Emperor. 

The Orientals write to the Emperor, to Antioch, 
and to Acacius of Beroea. 

The Cyrillians send two professedly Synodical 
letters to the Emperor. Count John tries to 
persuade them to confer with the Orientals. 
They will not, but the Orientals draw up as 
a basis of reconciliation, and send to the 
Emperor, a letter including the formulary 
which is later known as the Formulary of 
Reunion. The Cyrillians ask to be allowed 
either to lay their case before the Emperor at 
Constantinople, or to go home. Their appeals 
stir up again the clergy of Constantinople and 
Dalmatius. 


2776 b 
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431. August Cyril writes from prion” his Explicatio X71 
Capitum. 
September 11 Theodosius receives at Chalcedon eight dele- 
gates from cach side 284, 287-8 


No agreement is reached, and Theodosius, 
despairing of a Solution, dissolves the 
Council, sending Nestorius back to his 
monastery at Antioch, and ordering the con- 
secration of a new bishop of Constantinople 
(Maximian) 281, 285 
The rival parties go home, the Orientals accusing 
Cyril of having won his case by bribery 279-82, 286 
October 3o Cyril arrives in triumph at Alexandria 281 
Maximian deposes Nestorian bishops ; the 
Orientals renew their condemnation of Cyril, 
and treat Nestorius as unjustly deposed. 


432. January 27 Caelestine dies, and is succeeded by Sixtus III 375 


Rabbula of Edessa and Andrew of Samosata 
Show signs of going over to the Cyrillian side. 

Cyril writes to Maximian, and $ends the 
Emperor his Apologeticus ad Theodosinm, 
which placates him. 

April The Emperor suggests as a basis of reconcilia- 
tion that the Orientals should give up Nes- 
torius and Cyril his XII Anathematisms. He 
sends letters to this effect to John of Antioch, 
Acacius of Beroea, and St. Simeon Stylites. 
The letters and the negotiations are entrusted 
to the notary Aristolaus 289, 329 

John, Acacius, Alexander of Hierapolis, Andrew 
of Samosata and Theodoret of Cyrus hold a 
Synod at Antioch to consider Aristolaus? pro- 
posals. They demand the dropping of Cyril's 
Anathetrnatisms, but are willing to make peace 
on the basis of the Nicene Creed as explained 
by Athanasius. These proposals are em- 
bodied in a letter from Acacius to Cyril, and 
taken to Alexandria by Aristolaus. No 
mention. is made of abandoning Nestorius. 

Cyril replies that if the Orientals will accept the 
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— Date. Events. Bazaar. 
PAGES 
432. April deposition of Nestorius there need be no 
trouble about the Anathematisms 286 
John and Acacius wish to agree on this basis 290-1 


Theodoret agrees on the doctrinal question, but 
dislikes the abandoning of Nestorius. Andrew 
wavers and Alexander stands out. 

Autumn John and Acacius determine to go forward, 
ignoring the opposition of Alexander. They 
Send Paul of Emesa as their envoy to Alex- 
andria 318 

Meanwhile Cyril has been working hard to win 
over the Court at Constantinople. The clergy 
and monks of Constantinople, including 
Maximian, Dalmatius, and Eutyches, have 
approached the Empress Pulcheria, while 
Cyril has heavily bribed her maids of honour, 
important eunuchs, and the Grand Chamber- 
lain Chrysoretes. 

Winter Paul of Emesa arrives at Alexandria, bringing 
(i) The Propositions of the Synod at Antioch, 
(ii) The Formulary of Reunion, and (iii) A 
Letter of Introduction from John to Cyril, 
cordial but containing no mention of the de- 
position of Nestorius. When pressed, Paul 
agrees to accept that deposition together with 
the deposition by Maximian of four Nestori- 
anizing bishops. 
December 18 Paul is received into communion at Alex- 
andria. 
Christmas Paul is admitted to preach in Alexandria as an 
Day orthodox bishop. 
433 Aristolaus and Paul return to Antioch, and per- 
Suade John to agree 290-1 

John announces his decision in a Circuiar Letter 
to Sixtus III of Rome, Maximian, and Cyril, 
and also sends two private letters to Cyril. 
Cyril replies with a letter (Ep. xxxix) after- 
wards given oecumenical authority at Chalce- 
don. The question of the XII Anathematisms 
is left unmentioned by both sides 291-2 

Synod of Zeugma. Theodoret, Andrew, and 
John of Germanicia acknowledge the ortho- 
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Date. Events. Bazaar. 
PAGES 
431. August Cyril writes from prison his Explicatio X17 
| Capitum. 
S2ptember 11 Theodosius receives at Chalcedon eight dele- 
gates from each side 284, 287-8 
No agreement is reached, and Theodosius, 
Fe despairing of a solution, dissolves the 


Council, sending Nestorius back to his 
monastery at Antioch, and ordering the con- 
Secration of a new bishop of Constantinople 
(Maximian) 281, 285 
The rival parties go home, ttze Orientals accusing 
Cyril of having won his case by bribery 279-82, 286 
October 3o Cyril arrives in triumph at Alexandria 281 
Maximian deposes Nestorian bishops ; the 
Orientals renew their condemnation of Cyril, 
and treat Nestorius as unjustly deposed. 


432. January 27 Caelestine dies, and is succeeded by Sixtus [II 375 


Rabbuia of Edessa and Andrew of Samosata 
show signs of going over to the Cyrillian side. 

Cyril writes to Maximian, and $ends the 
Emperor his Apo/ogeticus ad Theodosium, 
which placates him, 

April The Emperor suggests as a basis of reconcilia- 
tion that the Orientals should give up Nes- 
torius and Cyril his XII Anathematisms. He 
Sends letters to this effect to Joha of Antioch, 
Acacius of Beroea, and St, Simeon Stylites. 
The letters and the negotiations are entrusted 
to the notary Aristolaus 269, 329 

John, Acacius, Alexander of Hierapolis, Andrew 
of Samozata. and Theodoret of Cyrus hold a 
Synod at Antioch to consider Aristolaus' pro- 
posals. They demand the droppiag of Cyril's 
Anathematisms, but are willing to make peace 
on the basis of the Nicene Creed as explained 
by Athanasius. These proposals are em- 
bodied in a letter from Acacius to Cyril, and 
taken to Alexandria by Aristolaus. No 
mention is made of abandoning Nestorius. 

Cyril replies that if the Orientals will accept the 


Date. 


432. April 


433 


Autumn 


Winter 
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PAGES 
deposition of Nestorius there need be no 
trouble about the Anathematisms 285 
John and Acacius wish to agree on this basis 290-1 
Theodoret agrees on the doctrinal question, but 
dislikes the abandoning of Nestorius. Andrew 
wavers and Alexander stands out. 
John and Acacius determine to go forward, 
ignoring the opposition of Alexander. They 
Send Paul of Emesa as their envoy to Alex- 
andria 318 
Meanwhile Cyril has been working hard to win 
over the Court at Censtantinople. The clergy 
and monks of Constantinople, including 
Maximian, Dalmatius, and Eutyches, have 
approached the Empress Pulcheria, while 
Cyril has heavily bribed her maids of honour, 
important eunuchs, and the Grand Chamber- 
lain Chrysoretes. 
Paul of Emesa arrives at Alexandria, bringing 
(i) The Propositions of the Synod at Antioch, 
(ii) The Formulary of Reunion, and (iii) A 
Letter of Introduction from John: to Cyril, 
cordial but containing no mention of the de- 
position of Nestorius. When pressed, Paul 
agrees to accept that deposition together with 
the deposition by Maximian of four Nestori- 
anizing bishops. 


December 18 Paul is received into communion at Alex- 


andria. 


Christmas Paul is admitted to preach in Alexandria as an 


Day 


orthodox bishop. 
Aristolaus and Paul return to Antioch, and per- 

Suade John to agree 290-1 
John announces his decision in a Circular Letter 

to Sixtus III of Rome, Maximian, and Cyril, 

and also sends two private letters to Cyril. 

Cyril replies with a letter (Ep. xxxix) after- 

wards given oecumenical authority at Chalce- 

don. The question of the XII Anathematisms 

is left unmentioned by Þ-th sides 291-2 
Synod of Zeugma. Theodoret, Andrew, and 

John of Germanicia acknowledge the ortho- "_ 
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Date. 


449. 


March 


April 


May 


June 


August 
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Eudocia, Dioscorus admits Eutyches to 
communion, and asks the Emperor for a 
General Council. 

Theedosius summons a General Council to meet 
at Ephesus in August 

Eutyches persuades Theodosius to have the 
Minutes of the Synod of Constantinople 
verified, and to order Flavian to produce a 
written statement of his faith 

The Minutes are verified, and Flavian produces 
his statement. 

The Eutychians procure the condemnation of 
Ibas of Edessa. 

Leo acknowledges the receipt of Flavian's letter. 

Theodosius s1ummons the abbot Barsumas to 
represent the abbots of the East at Ephesus, 
and tells Dioscorus that Barsumas is to be 
allowed to sit and vote. 

Dioscorus is appointed to preside, Counts 
Elphidius and Eulogius to keep order 

Theodosius' summons to the Council reaches 
Rome. Leo promises Flavian his support, 

Leo appoints Julius, bishop of Puteoli, the pres- 
byter Renatus, the deacon Hilary, and the 
notary Dulcitius to represent him at Ephesus 

They take with them letters to Pulcheria, the 
archimandrites of Constantinople, the Council, 
and Julian of Cos, and Ze Zome for Flavian. 

The Latrocinium. 

The Council meets, charged by Theodosius to 
put an end to Nestorianism and the trouble 
stirred up by Flavian, 

Dioscorus presides. Of Leo's legates, Renatus 
has died and the others, since they sit apart 
from one another and du not understand 
Greek, have little influence 

Serrton /. Dioscorus refuses to allow bishops 
who had taken part in the deposition of 
Eutyches at Constantinople to take part in 
this Council 

He has the letters of Theodosius read, but pre- 
vents the reading of Leo's Tome 

The Minutes of the Council of Constantinople 
are read 


342 


343 


345 


345 


345, 35! 


352 
345-0 


353 


Date. 


449. August 


September 


October 


450. February 


July 
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Eusebius of Dorylacum 1s refused a hearing 352 


Eutyches and his followers are absolved and 
restored to their lost positions. Flavian and 
Eusebius are condemned, a protest being met 
by Dioscorus calling in the Counts and the 
soldiery, and obtaining the verdict by military 
compulsion 347, 354-5, 358-61, 369 

Dioscorus sends in his report to Theodosius. 

Sessi0n T1, a fortnight later. Flavian has died 
irom the violence of Barsumas and his 
monks 343, 362, 376 

Eusebius, Domnus, and Leo's legates are not 
present. 

Ibas, Irenaeus, Theodoret, and Domnus are all 
deposed 348-9 

Cyrils XII Anathematisms are solemnly ratified. 

While a Synod is sitting on other matters in 
Rome, letters are received from Theodoret 
and Eusebius protesting against the Ephesian 
decisions, and Hilary brings his account of 
the Council. 

In the name of the Roman Synod, Leo writes to 
Theodosius and Pulcheria protesting against 
the proceedings at Ephesus. He also writes 
to various Eastern bishops, bidding them 
Stand fast. 

The Eutychians Anatolius and Maximus hold 
the sees of Constantinople and Antioch. 

The Western Court visits Rome, and Leo per- 
Suades Valentinian III, his mother, Galla 
Placidia, and his wife, Eudoxia, to write to 
their Eastern kinsfolk, but it is all in vain, 
Theodosius confirms all that was done at 
Ephesus, and informs the West that all is well 

in the East. 

Leo offers to recognize Anatolius if he will 
accept Cyril Ad Vest. 77 and his own Tome. 
There 1s no response. 

Theodosius dies from a fall from his horse 369 
He is succeeded by his sister, Pulcheria, who 
puts Chrysaphius to death and marries the 
senator Marcian. 
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Refs. in 7ke 
Date. Events. Bazaar. 
PAGES 
450. July Eutyches is put under restraint, and Flavian's 
body buried with honour in Constantinople. 
Theodoret and others are recalled from exile, 
and many of the bishops who supported 
Dioscorus at Ephesus explain that they did $0 
under compulsion. 
November 


to June 451 Correspondence between Pulcheria, Marcian, 
Anatolius, and Leo. Leo says the trouble 1s 
due to Dioscorus and Juvenal of Jerusalem, 
and can easily be settled without a Council, 
which would be difficult to arrange owing to 
the invasion of the Huns. Nevertheless, 
Pulcheria and Marcian summon a Council to 
meet at Nicaea in September. 

Leo appoints legates. Bishops assemble at 
Nicaea. 

Eutyches excommunicates Leo. 

Marcian cannot go $so far as Nicaea for fear of 
Huns in Illyricurr, and orders tke bishops to 
move to Chalcedon. 

Strong measures are taken to exclude monks 
and laymen, and to keep order. 

451. October 8 Sess/7on /, Dioscorus is treated as defendant 
and accused by Eusebius of Dorylaeum. 
Theodoret is admitted as a bishop. 

The Minutes of the Latrocinium and of the 
Synod of Constantinople are read. 

Flavian's memory is vindicated, Dioscorus and 
his supporters are deposed, and the assembly 
bursts into singing the 777sag/on—the first 
occasion on which it is known to have been 
used 

October 10 Sess70n //— mainly occupied with the discussion 
of Leo's Tome. oF 

October 13 Sesszon 777, Dioscorus is formally deprived of 
his episcopal dignity 

October 17 Sessz0nr 7V. The Council accepts © The Rule of 
Faith as contained in the Creed of Nicaea, 
confirmed by the Council of Constantinople, 
expounded at Ephesus under Cyril, and set 
forth in the Letter of Pope Leo when he 


Cp. 365M. 


Cp. 375 
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Refs. in 7he 
Date. Events. Bazaar. 
PAGES 
451. October 17 condemned the heresy of Nestorius and 

Eutyches ”. 

October 22 Sess7on V. The Definition of Chalcedon, under 
Roman and Imperial pressure, is amended $0 
as definitely to exclude Eutychianism, and 
as adopted includes the following words : 
© Following therefore the holy Fathers, we all 
teach, with one accord, one and the same 
Son, our Lord Jesus Christ, . . . who for us 
men and. for our salvation, according to the 
manhood, was born of the Virgin Mary the 
God-bearer,' one and the same Christ, Son, 
Lord— only-begotten, confessed in two natures, 
without confusion, without change, without 
division or separation. The difference of the 
natures is in no way denied by reason of their 
union ; on the other hand the peculiarity of 
each nature is preserved, and both concur in 
one Prosopon and one Hypostasis.” 

October 25 Sess7on V/. Marzian and Pulcheria attend in 
State. The Definition receives civil sanction, 
and is promulgated. 


v. THE ARGUMENT OF Twuz Bazaar. 


Nestorius' apologia contains two lines of defence, historical 
and doctrinal. Although the one shades off into the other, 
as the doctrinal issues are called to his mind by the memory 
of the wrongs he has suffered, and vice versa, yet on the whole 
three sections of 7he Bazaar may be distinguished as historical 
Sections * in contrast to the remainder of the book which is 
mainly occupied with theological discussion. 

The references to the text in the Historical Summary 
above provide almost all the introduction needed for Nes- 
torius' historical sections. His argument is twofold. He 


claims to show, first, that his own condemnation at Ephesus 


was unjust, and secondly, that the vindication of Flavian, who 
had suffered from the same causes and for the same faith as 


1 1hs #£0TCKov, 2 pp. 96-142, 265-93, 329-80. 
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himself, was the vindication of all that he had stood for. To 
this end he gives a detailed account of the two Ephesian 
Councils of 431 and 449, showing how at the first Cyril by 
violence and bribery won imperial and episcopal assent to a 
verdict which was no genuine verdict of a council constitu- 
tionally assembled, while at the second Flavian had suffered 
in similar fashion at the hands cf Dioscorus. But there was- 
this difference. The injustice done to Flavian had been 
recognized by the Church and redressed, while that done to 
himself had not. So he claims that he never had a fair 
hearing, but was condemned untried for defending the faith 
which. was ultimately accepted by the Church.” 

But though he is not lacking in a lively sense of the wrongs 
he has suffered, Nestorius realizes that the triumph of the 
truth is of more importance than his own fate. Indeed, in a 
notable passage he asserts his determination not to press his 
claim to have been vindicated in the vindication of Flavian 
lest the odium of his name should delay the complete victory 
of the true faith.* It is that victory for which he chiefly cares, 
and hence the main bulk of 7he Bazaar is occupied with the 
doctrinal discussion of the Christian faith in the Incarnation. 

In Book I, Part I, Nestorius sets forth his views in coatrast 
to those which he holds to be erroneous. The section, which 
is divided into ninety-three numbered sub-gections, to which 
titles have been added by the Syriac translator, is cast in the 
form of a dialogue with one Sophronius. Here Nestorius sets 
forth as it were the therae of his thesis, and the remaining 
doctrinal discussions are little more than variations on it. He 
begins by a brief review of errors. The heathen, the Jews, 
the Manichaeans, the followers of Paul of Samosata, of Photinus, 
and cf Arius are described, and their doctrines criticized. The 
theories which-deny either the true godhead or the true man- 
hood of Christ, or which involve the changing of one into the 
other, or the production of a third nature by the combination 
of divine nature with humar, are pilloried. In the fifty-fourth 
sub-section,” in passing over to the positive assertion of his 
own christological beliefs, he directly denies that he teaches 


i See PP. 176, 374. ? P, 378, cp. p. 370. 3 P. 47. 
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that there were © Two Sons' in Christ, and the remaining 
sub-sections are mainly occupied with a statement of his own 
position, though the last five are again devoted to criticisms of 
other views already mentioned. Similar criticisms compose 'Þ 
the short Part II of Book I. Having thus laid down his b 
doctrinal position, in Part III Nestorius begins his historical \| | 
review of the controversy between himself and Cyril. The 
remaining doctrinal discussions, lengthy as they are, do not 
carry us farther. They are concerned with contrasting his f 
own views with those of Cyril and his followers, and repeat 
over and over again two points. On the one hand his own 
doctrines are shown to be consistent with the Scriptures," the | 
faith of Nicaea,* and the writings of accepted Fathers of the |; 
Church ; * on the other hand the teaching of Cyril is exhibited ": 
as self-contradictory * and, on the points at issue between Cyril | | | 
and himself, as having affinities not with orthodoxy * but with | 
the heretics described in the opening section of the book.*® 
The place of that opening section in the plan of the book can 
therefore clearly be seen. In it Nestorius describes the | 
general doctrinal issues in the field of Christology, and sets If 
the stage for ti.c discussion of the particular points of the q 
controversy between himself and Cyril. 


What precisely did Nestorius teach? This is the question | 
over which controversy has raged since the discovery of 7e | | 
Bazaar. Tt is not the object of the present volume to enter 


upon the discussion of this problem, but to provide English- vt 
Speaking theologians with the necessary material to study it 

for themselves.* The following summary of undisputed facts 1 
may, however, be given without entrenching upon the ques- 
tionable ground. It will be well first to state what Nestorius lf 
denies, and what he asserts, 


1 Pp. 46-55, 64-70, 164-7, 188, 192-203, 207, 228-30, 256-9. 

2 Pp. 143-6, 168-71, 181-2, 263-5 

3 Pp. 168, 191-203, 214-17, 220-2, 223-5, 261-3, 316. 

* Pp. 150-6, 161, 169, 170, 303, 316-17, 322-3. 

5 Pp. 142-3, 146-50, 173-5; 

© Pp. 129, 162, 176-81, 210-11, 240-1. 

7 A contribution to the discussion by one of the two editors is reprinted as 
Appendix IV, and it has not been possible entirely to keep his views out of the 
notes on the text, though this has been done as far as could be, 
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(i) He denies that the unity of Christ is a © natural com- - 


position * in which two elements are combined by the will of 
Some external * creator *.! 

(ii) He denies that the Incarnation was effected by changing 
godhead into manhood or vice versa, or by forming a teriium 
guid from those two 0151az.* 

(iti) He denies that God was in Christ in the same way as 
in the saints.* © 

(iv) He denies that either the godhead or the manhood of 
Christ are * fictitious ' or © phantasmal *, and not real. 

(v) He denies that the Incarnation involved any change in 
the godhead, or any suffering on the part of the Divine Logos 
who, as divine, is by nature impassible.* 

(vi) He denies that the union of two natures in one Christ 
inveives any duality of sonship.*® 

(vii) He asserts that the union is a voluntary union of god- 
head and manhood.” 

(viii) He asserts that the principle of union is to be found 
in the pros9pa of the godhead and the manhood ; these two 
frosdpa coalesced in one prosvporn of Christ incarnate.s 

(ix) He asserts that this view alone provides for a real 
Incarnation, makes possible faith in a real atonement,* and 
provides a ratzonale of the sacramentalism of the Church." 

It is clear that the cuz of the question is to be found in 
the eighth of these points, and that the difficulty arises from 
the difficulty of determining the sense in which Nestorius used 
the word prosdp0u. His own theory can be stated almost in 
a dozen words. It is this : Christ is the union of the eternal 
Logos and the Son of Mary, the principle of the union being 

" Pp. 9, 35-43, 84-6, 161, 179, 294, 300-1, 303-4, 314. 
* Pp. 14-18, 24-8, 33-7, 80, 182. 3 P. $2. 
* Pp. 1s, 8, 172-3, 182, 195, 208. 
* Pp. 39-41, 92, 93, 178-9, 18r, 184, 210-12. 
* Pp. 47-50, 146, 160, 189-91, 196, 209-10, 215, 225, 227, 237-8, 295-302, 
I4 JI7. 
: ; hgh 179, 181, 182, 


* Pp. 23, 53-62, 81, 89, 156-9, 163-4, 172, 182, 207, 218-19, 227, 231-3, 245-8, 
260-1. 
* Pp. 62-76, 205, 212-14, 253, 9 Pp. 32, 55, 254-6. 
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that the Tpoownov of each has been taken by the other, so that 
there is one nmpoownoy of the two in the union. Did one know 
precisely what Nestorius meant by the word Tpdownov, one 
would know precisely how he thought of the Incarnation, and 
would be able to decide whether the logical implications of 
his teaching are those of Nestorianism or of orthodoxy. It is 
certain that he himself did not wish to teach what is known 
as © Nestorianism ', His denunciations of Paul of Samosata 
and his followers show that he had no sympathy with those 
who think of the Incarnation on adoptionist lines, and when 
accused of © Nestorianism ', as on pages 19 and 47, he indig- 
nantly repudiates any such views. The intention of his 
doctrine is accurately summed up in the heading inserted by 
the Syriac translator to the fifty-fourth section of the first 
part of 7he Bazaar—* Concerning this: that God the Word 
became incarnate and there were not two sons but one by a 
union.” ? 

Nestorius, then, accepted as a matter of religious belief 
the faith of the Church in a Christ who was truly God and 
truly man and truly one, and through reflection on this he 
produced a theological theory which he thought adequately 
related this belief to the knowledge of the universe gained by 
metaphysical investigation. The positive teaching of Z7ke 
Bazaar of Heracleides is simply an elaboration of this theory 
of a prosdptc union. With wearisome iteration it is put for- 
ward again and again, and is shown to be satisfactory when 
tested by reference to the teaching of Scripture, the doctrine 
of the Fathers, the needs of religion, and the demands of the 
intellect.* In contrast to this the © hypostatic union ' of Cyril 
is shown to be unscriptural, unorthodox, destructive of true 
religion, and unintelligible—unscriptural because it ignores the 
Scriptural distinction between the use of the words * Logos ' 
and © Christ ? ; * unorthodox since it involves if not Arianism, 
then docetism or Apollinarianism ; * destructive of true reli- 
gion in that it abolishes the work of Christ as High Priest of 
the human race, undermines the doctrine of the Eucharist, and 


1 P. 47 2 E.g., PP. 188 $q., 263, 33 and 213, 308-10, 
5 E.gZ&., pp. 188 $q.  E.g., PP. 150, 304. 
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XXX1V INTRODUCTION 


empties the Atonement of its meaning ;* and unintelligible to 
guch an extent that sometimes one is simply baffled by the 
contradictions in his teaching,* and sometimes forced to con- 
clude that he has confused the essential distinction between 
godhead and manhood, thus undermining the true humanity 
of Christ and dishonouring his divinity.* 

It seems possible that in this last point lies the solution of 
the vexed problem of what was at issue doctrinally between 
Cyril and Nestorius. Perhaps the most difficult task for 
Christian philosophy is the thinking out of its doctrine of 
creation, in which it is essential that man be conceived both 
as owing his existence to God and * made of nothing ' other 
than God, and yet also as in a real sense distinct from and 
other than God. If sometimes we are tempted to abandon 
the quest as hopeless, it is well t remember that even if we 
give up our Christianity we do not thereby remove our diffi- 
culty. The relation of the temporal to the eternal is no less 
difficult a problem for the secular philosopher than for the 
religious. Now in the fifth century the implications of the 
doctrine of creation do not seem to have been thought out. 
In the struggle with Arianism the Church had been forced, it 
Seems for the first time, openly to face the question whether 
or no God could create directly and not only through some 
intermediate being, and the assertion that the Logos *© through 
whom all things were made” is * of one substance with the 
Father * denies the impossibility of direct creation by God 
Himself. Before the implications of this assertion had time 
to be fully assimilated, the Church was stirred by the Christo- 
logical controversies. In these all parties seem to have 
assumed a conception of the relations between godhead and 
manhood which made impossible any union of the two in 
Christ such as the Christian religion demanded. It was not 
noticed that it would also have made impcssible any such 
direct creation by God as the Fathers at Nicaca had asserted, 
and was, in fact, a conception belonging to certain strains of 
ante-Nicene thought which ought to have been abandoned 


 E.g., pp. 248 $q., 212. * E.g., pp. 257, 297, 303- 
* E. g., pp. 232, 238-40, 250, 294. 
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through being found to require an Arian rather than an 
Athanasian Logos. But Apollinarius provoked reply too 
SOON. 

It is the heretics, Apollinarius, Nestorius, and Eutyches, who 
are the logically consistent upholders of this outworn con- 
ception of the relation between godhead and manhood. 
Cyril's teaching, no doubt without his realizing the fact, was 
inconsistent, for he had not consciously abandoned this ante- 
Nicene position, with the result that his positive teaching on 
the Incarnation, while consistent with the Nicene doctrine of 
Creation, demanded a revision of his conception of godhead 
and manhood, a fact which he does not seem to have realized. 
But, as has happened $0 often in the history of thought, the 
inconsistency of a thinker great enough to recognize truth at 
the cost of his system won for his thought a place in posterity 
far above that of the barren coherence of his rival. 
| Nestorius has been called a confused thinker, but careful 
study of 7he Bazaar of Heracleides makes it clear that, what- 
ever he was, he was certainly not that. His few points are 
repeated again and again with monotonous consistency. His 
trouble was rather that that confusion in the apparent nature 
of things which is the challenge to thought was too many- 
sided for $0 narrow and precise a thinker as he. 7he Bazaar 
may be long, and full of needless repetition, but it never con- 
tradicts itself, and were it not for two facts might well be 
Studied in an abbreviated edition. Only, first, when a man 
has been for centuries condemned unheard, it is hardly fair to 
enforce a closure on the time allotted to him for his defence ; 
and, secondly, when there is difficulty in determining precisely 
what he is trying to say, it is possible that in the course of 
often repeating an argument some little variation of detail 
may give a clue to the meaning of the whole. 
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P. 6, 1. 21. #or preceding read first 
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TRANSLATOR'S PREFACE 


. . apostolic * he was known and famous in the labours of 
. .* that your enthusiasm . . . . and in your fulness . ..... 
of earthly kings. So you undertook the labour of a long 
voyage from the East to the West to give light to the souls 
which were plunged in the darkness of the Egyptian error and 
intent * on the smoke of the blasphemy of Apollinarius ; men, 
however, loved the darkness more than the light, since the 
eyes of their minds |were dimmed] by personal prejudice © 
. for your pride . . . . only the darkness . . . . compre- 
hended it ; but, on the contrary, although . . . . they became 
old. They were not convinced ; they were convicted of error 
and exposed. In this firm confidence in the might of your 
prayers mine Insignificance draws nigh to translate this book 
from Greek into Syriac ; yet at least, the hope of the help of 
the living God being laid upon my tongue and confirmed in 
my thoughts, I therefore draw nigh to compose these eight 
chapters wherein the purpose of the book is made clear. 


I. Concerning the aim of the book. The aim, therefore, which 
has been proposed by the writer for this writing is this : 
that, because many, thoughtlessly [led astray| by the multi- 
tude of men and by the desire of possessions, have fallen 
without examination into the slough of prejudice through 
hatred and ooun attachment to persons,* from which 

. not . . . .5 they have been condemned to that woe 
which was ovitien by the prophet: Woe wnio them that 
call evil good,” My lord the blessed Nestorius / |[set him- 
Self] to write this book to be a remedy to heal souls labouring 


| Viz. the Syriac Translator : this title is added by Bedjan. 

? These lines are only fragmentarily preserved. 

3 Nau conjectures : [dans 5a carriere| apostolique. 

* \Nau conjectures : dans les travanx de Pesprit ; $ee Crit. n., p. 398. 

5 See crit. n., p. 398. 

5 Literally : © by the precedence of the pars9phd (= npcownov)?, 

* Syr. pars6pha”. 8 There is a lacuna here in the text. 9 Isa. v. 20(P.). 
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at this stumbling-block and plunged in the depth of impiety. 
For great, to speak as in truth, was the schism which the devil 
introduced into the Christian body of the holy Church, such as, 
if [it were] possible, to deceive even the elect; " and for this 
reason this remedy has necessarily been required [to be] 
a corrective and a healing of the sickness of their minds. 
This is the aim of the book. 


2. Concerning the utility thereof. I suppose that, before 
[the beginning of] the text, the spiritual utility of * this 
book has been revealed to the reader from [its] aim. Accord- 
ing to the punishment that comes upon the doers of injury 
who inake the innocent guilty and the guilty innocent, it gives 
indeed light to the eyes of the souls by teaching concerning 
that Christian dispensation which is in truth the more 
excellent theory * concerning the divinity and the humanity. 
For through this we are both far removed from blasphemy 
about the divine nature and about the dispensation, and we are 
brought nigh unto knowledge through his manifold mercies. 
But, that our discourse may not be prolonged concerning 
the great assistance which we gain from this book, which 
Succours us * . . , . let us state in a few words the proof 
that he clears away tlie thorns . . . . and causes the $seed to 
sprout in [place of] them. 

3- - + - « Much has been written concerning the manner of 
the union, but not even one of them | that have written about 
it] in this research makes it clear and establishes it in all truth ; 
for they have delighted to make many distinctions, and there 
are others who have ventured to fuse [the natures] without 
examination. But this blessed [Nestorius] has undaunted 
delivered to us the knowledge thereof which is right. 


4. The cause of its title. Tt is cailed indeed the Bazaar * of 
Heracleides, for this is evident that it is the bazaar of spiritual 
knowledge; but it is not evident who Heracleides [was]. 
This is apposite to the illumination thereof, O reader ; namely, 
Heracleides was a man honoured for his conduct and 

1 Cp. Matt. xxiv. 24, Mk, xiii, 22. 2 Literally : in”, 


3 Syr, tf 6ry4 = Gk, bewpia, * Literally : * which gives us a hand '. 
s See n,, p. xii, 
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esteemed for his knowledge, and he dwelled in the neighbour- 
hood of Damascus. Now this man, in consequence of his 
Superiority in these things, was famous even before [his] 
Majesty * for his truthfulness and the justice of his words ; 
who, being superior to all the passions which remove | men] 
far from the truth, did everything without partiality. It scemed 
[ therefore good] to the writer to entitle the book with the title of 
this man's name, lest on account of his own name, in that many 
abhorred it, they should not / be willing to read [it] and be 
converted to the truth—[a book] which he sets as a judge 
between him|se!f] and the impious Cyril, speaking and defend- 
ing themselves. But the book, nevertheless,. ....... - - 

.* as that of the dispensation and of: the truth of the 
inquiry concerning the faith, and the fourth [kind of literature 
is that] of history ; but this book is placed in the third class, 
| that is of chapters concerning the faith, to be read after these 
two books which were made by the saint—and I mean 
Theopaschites* and Tragoedia, which were composed by him 
as a defence against those who blamed him for having wanted 
a council to be held. 


6. Into how many parts it is divided. Now in the first place he 
composed one dissertation wherein he speaks of all the heresies 
against the Church and of all the sects that exist concerning 
the faith of the three hundred and eighteen,” arguing valiantly 
against those who are of greatest repuie among them. And 
in the second part he assails Cyril, putting before |every- 
thing else] the inquiry touching the judges and the accusa- 
tion of Cyril. And the third [contains] his own defence 
and the comparison of their letters; and with this he finishes 
the first book. But the second book he divides into two parts : 
the defence and the refutation of the blame for the things on 
account of which he was anathematized ; and in the second 


1 Nau : devant PE rpire (le pouvorr imperial). 

* Added by Bedjr-. 3 Several lines are here missing. 

* Syr. T7e'6pastigos by metathesis for Gk. ©conaoxirys (Payne-Smith, Thes. 
Syr. ii. 4367). For fragments from these lost works see Loofs, Nestoriana, 
PP- 203-211, and below, Appendix I, 

* 1.e, The Council of Nicaea, A. D. 325- 
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[part he recounts that which took place] from |the time] when 
he was anathematized until the end of his life. 

7. Concerning the literary form of the book. The literary 
form of the book is . . . . and drawing inferences . . . .! 

8. Under what* . . . .' Now for the most part it is 
theoretical, because it is teaching us the complete knowledge 
of the dispensation touching our Lord Christ. With these 
[words] we will therefore stop our address / and approach 
the body of the book, requiring of those who come by 
chance upon what has been written by us that they blame us 
not as fault-finders, if haply there be [defects] in the com- 
position of our discourse, but |that] they display a ready 
will and correct what is deficient in us. But if he conceives 
the reverse about us, for us the prayers of those who labour 
not with . this sickness are sufficient ; while the former will 
prosper in their own affairs, knowing that we have made no 
innovations at all. The editor is blameless. 


[Here follow the titles of $$ 1-93, which are omitted as they are 
repeated in italics in the text. 


Finished are the titles of the chapters which are [given| in 
the preceding dissertation. And unto Yah [be] glory! Amen. 


1 There is a lacuna here in the text. 2 See crit. n., p. 398. 
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The beginning of the book, thal 1s, the beginning of 
the Discourse of the Sant 1s from here. 


THE BOOK OF 
MY LORD NESTORIUS 


PATRIARCH OF CONSTANTINOPLE 
AND THE 


CANON OF ORTHODOXY 


BOOK I. PART T” 


/ Preface. Now in my opinion whoever is about to investig- 
ate the truth in all seriousness ought not to compose his 
discourse with preconceived ideas, but should bring forward 
and explain everything which is opposed to the truth. As 
those who have a knowledge of gold show the distinction 
between good gold and that which is poor by a. compariscn 
of the one with the other in the sight of those who wish to 
accept what is alloyed as though it were pure, and even in 
preference to the pure (for many choose evil instead of good 
and falsehood instead of truth, in that both are equal to them, 
and their readiness is the greater to dispute and to defeat 
one another [in argument] than to establish the truth) ; so, 
since different people confess different opinions about Christ 
and hold fast / only to the name, we ought to set out the 
fictions of each one of these heresies concerning Christ, in 
order that the true faith may be known by comparison with 
[ these] heresies, and that we may not be shaken, falling into 
the one or the other like men who do not see. 


1. Wherefore the Heathen do not call Christ God . . . . 

The heathen indeed are not content to name Christ God 
because of the suffering of the body and the cross and the 
death, and they consider that the miracles were [accepted] 


1 Syr, © Dissertation I ”, 
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in error. And they are not differentiated in name, because 
there is indeed no distinction between them, in that all of 
them are heathen. 

2. Wherefore the Jews do not admit that he is Christ. 

But the Jews do not confess that he is Christ because of 
the Cross and the death, in that they look for the advent of 
Christ in all great glory and dominion. 

3. Wherefore the Manichaeans do not admit that Christ ts 
also man by nature, but only God. 

The Manichacans also, and those who have sprung up from 
them and among them, declare that he is not man but only 
God / because of the miracles; but as touching his human 
[qualities], they place them in scA&ma and illusion and not 
in nature. 


4. Wherefore the Paulinians* and the Photinians profess 
that our Lord Christ humself is only a man and that he 1s not 
also God. 

But the Paulinians say that he is not God but only man 
because of the birth and death ; but they attribute to him 
miracles as to any of the saints. 


5. Wherefore the Arians profess that Chris! is neither God 
whole and without needs, nor yet a man, but half God and 
half man. 

The Arians confess that he is halt God and half man of 
Soulless body and of created divinity; deeming him in- 
ferior to men in saying that there is not a soul in him and 
again deeming him inferior also to God in saying that he 
is not uncreate and without needs. But because of the in- 
carnation * and the birth of a woman and the death they 
consider that in his human [qualities] he became God, and 
tney confuse his divine with his human [qualities], attributing 
his incarnation not to [his own] authority, but to an overruling 
command,* saying that the union with the flesh resulted in one 

1 Literally : * expect to accept !, 

* Viz. the followers of Paul of Samosata, Bishop of Antioch in A. ÞD. 260, 
condemned at the Council of Antioch, A. Þ. 268 (or 269). Among them, the 


semi-Arian Photinus was condemned in 351. * Sc.vav0pewnycis, 
* This passage illustrates Nestorius' use of the phrase * natural union ?, and 
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nature and not / according to the use of the prosYpon of the 
digpensation on our behalf, but even as the soul and the body 
are bound [together] in one nature and {the soul] suffers 
sensibly the sufferings of the body whether it will or not, 
even though it has not of itself [the means] to accept them 
in that it has not a body in which to suffer. So also they 
say that God has only one nature in the body, suffering of 
necessity, whether he will or not, the sufferings of that nature 
which he took upon himself, as though he was not of 
the nature of the Father impassible and without needs. 
And this they say in order that they may not show him 
alone to be endowed with authority and command, so that 
even the command which he accepted is a punishment, and 
from a punishment which lies in his nature there is no escape ; 
and, while he wished it not, he suffered the sufferings of the 
body by virtue of the sensibility of the nature: he hungered 
and thirsted and grew weary and feared and fled and died, 
and he rose not by his nature but by the authority and the 
might of the Father ; and in short they say that he naturally 
endured whatsoever appertained to the sensible nature which 
he assumed.!? 


6, Which the sects are which agree with the Manichaeans. 

- + - . In the midst of these there sprang up heresies, 
some of the Manichaeans and others of them from the 
Paulinians, 


7. And which those are which agree with the Arians. 


explains his refusal to use that phrase to describe the relation of the two 
natures in Christ, A natural union comes into being where elements are 
combined into a whole by some external force. (This is the meaning of *in 
virtue of a command”?,) But the incarnation of the Word was not imposed on 
him from without ; it was due to his own free choice, and his godhead remained 
a free co-operator throughout. See below, pp. 36-43, 84-86, 161, 179, 
300-1, 303-4, 314. 

1 Nestorius' argument seems to be as follows : to speak of the Incarnation 
as a natural union? implies that union with the manhood was imposed on 
Christ's godhead from without, 80 that the godhead was imprisoned in the 
manhood like a criminal in gaol. This involves two impossible positions, 
(1) the denial of the freedom of Christ's godhead (hence the language about 
* punishment”), and (a) the ascription of passibility to his godhead. 
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. . . 1/8. And wherein thev are far removed from tem, 
and in what again they adhere to them. 
They are far removed from them . . . . 


g. Wherefore he has not written, [the names of | the chiefs 
of these sects but only their dogmas. 

But we wish to decline to [give] the names of their chiefs, 
80 as not to prolong our discussion nor to be found to have 
omitted any point in the inquiry by first becoming entangled 
in [questions of | names. 

10, What the statements are of those who say that by nature 
God the Word became flesh without having taken a body. 

So they accused the Manichaeans of saying that the body 
of our Lord Christ was not truly a nature but a fiction and 
an illusion; but they tolerate miracles for the most part 
only of God, either as though it were impossible or even 
as though it were not decent that they should come about 
through the body. 

Sophronius.* Tt appertains to the omnipotent and infinite 
nature to be able to do everything ; by its will then all other 
things are limited while it is not limited by anything, and it, 
as God, can do what cannot be [done] by any one else. For 
it cannot be [created] by a nature or a cause greater than 
itself, by which it possesses | the property | of being / and of 
not being God. And on account of this they fear to confess 
that the flesh truly came into being, lest in saying this they 
assume that God is the flesh *; they say : How could this be, 
Seeing that we confess that the body is God, for even that 
which is supposed to be flesh is the nature of God and is 
the same and nothing else ? 


Ii. How water which becomes ice is in its nature ict, 


| Marginal Gloss, There was not an answer to the seventh question in the 
original, nor was there even a place for it. 

* Sophronins, In the text Sifrony6s; in the margin .S65/rinss. Sophronius 
was a common name in the time: of Nestorius ; but. he seems here to be simply 
a rhetorical figure devised by Nestorius to enable him to cast his argument 
in the form of a dialogue. He is used indifferently to represent any heresy. 
Nau (in loc.) suggests a Nestorian Bishop of Tella and a Nestorian layman of 
that name as possible references. Cp. Bedjan, op, cit., pp. ix, x, Cp. p. 378. 

3 See Crit. n., Þ. 298. — 
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becoming that which it was not without receiving it from 
outside ; $0 they say that God the Word became a body without 
having taken a body from outside. 

As, after running and flowing water is frozen and becomes 
Solid, we $say that it is nothing but water which has become 
Solid, 80 God truly became flesh though he was by his nature 
God ; and he was in everything and he acted as God. And, 
as touching [the operations of | the flesh, he both did [them] 
also in truth, and he suffered also as flesh, and he became 
flesh in the womb, and in that he became [it] he both was 
born and grew up truly as flesh; and, after he had chosen 
to become it, he both hungered and thirsted and grew weary 
and suffered and was crucified truly, seeing that he was truly 
flesh. For as water, which cannot be broken because it is 
frozen, can in truth be broken / and truly accepts the suffering 
of the nature which it has become, so also God who became flesh 
.in truth accepted truly all [the sufferings of | the nature which 
he became without having been expelled from his | own | nature. 


12, As he was revealed in human form to Abraham and 
Facob without having taken bodily frame from outs1de, so also 
was lus incarnation.” 

As also he was seen of our fathers Abraham and Isaac and 
Jacob and the rest of the saints in truth in visible nature, 
walking in him who walked and talking in him who talked, 
and eating and drinking in him who ate |s0 also was his 
incarnation}; for nothing is done of God through deception, 
but everything in truth and in nature; for he is the creator 
and the creator does nothing in sc/4ma and in illusion but 
in nature and in truth. But those things which were not in 
the nature of the creator are rightly said to be fiction and 
illusion, since they cannot be seen in [virtue of] their nature. 


13. How they take the |words| © truly and not in nature ', 
and in how many ways *© truly * is Said. 

Nestorins. Truly then they say that God became flesh ? 

Sophronius says: We confess / that he became flesh truly 
but not by his nature, in that he who became, became [$0] 
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in truth, and he is the nature but not in the nature. Indeed 
the flesh has not always existed, but, as flowing water when 
frozen has the nature of ice though it is not so in its nature 
but has become [$0], thus also has God truly become flesh, 
and he is the nature of the flesh and not in his nature, in 
that he is not it always but he became [$0] afterwards. For 
this is truly the Incarnation," in his nature to become flesh 
and man and not in illusion nor in sc/&na nor in fiction 
without 4Aypostasts, which truly would be no incarnation. He 
therefore who wants to suppose that it came about in fiction 
flees from the truth. 


14. Wherein those who say | this] agree with the Manichaeans 
and wherein they are Supposed to be distinct from them. 

Has it then been revealed to thee wherein they are imagined 
ito be] the same and wherein they are supposed to have 
differences and abide by the same? And we ought to leave 
out the things which follow these, in order that we may not 
vainly suppress the truti in what is confessed. 

IVestorius says: I for my part say: Let us not entirely 
neglect this point, although thou dost wish to run over it as 
one which is confessed. Since it has been 80 unscrupulously 
Said as to/ be accounted absuri by the hearers, I suppose 
that it is $0 also to thee. I will now explain this inquiry to 
any one who wishes in order that that which surely is supposed 
may come to explanation; for I do not see in it anything 
like or akin to anything [clse]. For they are quite as far 
removed from one another as fiction is far from truth and [as] 
the body of fiction [is] from the body [of truth]. I see many 
who strongly insist on these [theories] as som«thing [based] 
on the truth and ancient opinion. And for this reason I wish 
thee to examine them not cursorily but with ali care, in order 
that the words of the faith may not be | treated] without 
investigation and lightly,* but may be clear and known to all 
men, as things which are somehow defined by definitions and 
natural likenesses, and not like things which are represented 
by their shadows [and] resemble this or that so long as they 


| Sc, wavbpwnyos, 
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are figured in the same likeness.” In what then dost thou 
say that they say the same thing, in that they are like the 
Manichacans even in the things wherein they reprimand them ? 

Sophronius. Those who 5say this are not repudiated by 
them as though they hold our body in contempt, for both 
of them deny that the body was taken, but because they do 
not 8ay *in truth”, but that the nature of the flesh is iilusion, 
We sece then also their readiness in these things, [in bringing 
forward] what plea is justly theirs, lest their blasphemies 
should extend beyond what is right. 


/ 15. The refutation of those who say that God the Word 
became the ousia of the flesh without having taken a body. 

Nestorius says : I say therefore generally [in reference to] 
what they say more [| insistently] than those who depend on 
themselves, in order that they may not suppose that they have 
been condemned because they had not an advocate nor 


.a helper : for you seem like to me to be fully convinced of 


what they say, and with many words you are capable 
of making their words prevail, so0 as to be able to make also 
the hearers believe that they are 80. So then, constrain thou 
me also to speak unto them. Take each one of the words that 
has been s8poken by me and thine also, and bid me give an 
answer to each one of them if I can. But I can, if God wills 
and gives me that which ought to be said [in order] to instruct 
according to my own ability. For I indeed am of no worth ; 
but it is for the sake of those who knock and seek at the door 
of the truth, when it is the truth. 

Sophronius. IT 8ay that what I have said is a proof of the 
divine power to be able to become truly flesh, being God. For 
he who says © God in truth ' attributes to him the [quality] of 
being able [to do] everything ; for everything that he wishes 
he does. He wished indeed to become flesh and he became 
flesh, not the scA&ma * of the flesh / but the nature of the flesh, 
that is truly flesh. And thereby did he truly become incarnate,?® 
because he was man by nature and not by anything else ; 

1 This passage is translated in Bethune-Baker, Nestorins and his Teaching, 


Pp. 45, and referred to on p. 78 of that work, 
: Syr. '{skirnd = Gk, oxnpa. 3 Sc, twnvOpwnyoer, 
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and the Trinity was the Trinity without having accepted the 
addition of another oz5:a." Speak then in answer to these 
[assertions]: for they appear to use the common words and 
views in such a way that to dispute against them would be 
great boldness.. 


16, Concerning this: that he who has become body in ousia 
ceases to be God and omnipotent and to be as God. 

Nestorius. In truth hast thou spoken, and we ought not to 
dispute what has been said in truth; for indeed [thou hast 
said] that God is all-powerful and does all that he wishes. 
And because of this his ovs/a became not flesh, for that which 
becornes flesh in its nature ceases to be able to do everything, 
in that it is flesh and not God.* For it appertains to God to 
be able to effect everything, and not to the flesh ; for it cannot 
do everything that it wishes. But in remaining God he wills 
not everything nor again does he wish not to become God $0 as 
to make himself not to be God. For he is God in that he exists 
always and can do everything that he wishes, and not in 
that / he is able to make himself not to be God; for he into 
whose 9512 the nature of the flesh has entered makes himself not 
to be God, and further cannot do everything that he wishes. 

Sophronius. He is not able to wish not to be what he is, 
but only to be that which he is not. And for this reason he 
became in truth man, which he was not ; that is, he became 
truly flesh and man, but not in nature. For that which he is, 
he is in nature ; but that which he became, he became it not 
indecd in nature, but truly he was that which he became. 


17. Whether it is assumed by them that God the Word 
became truly a body in ousia or in illuston. 


* The importance of this point is discussed by Loofs in Nestorrus and his 
place in the HTistory of Christian Doctrine, pp. 126 5g9q.; $ee also below, 
PP. 22-26. 

* The non-possession of body or flesh (the two words seem to be inter» 
chargeable) is for Nestorius a distinctive characteristic of godhead, while the 
possession of body or flesh is essential to manhood. This antithesis was, of 
course, common to him and to his opponents, but he seems to have developed 
his doctrine by the strictly logical working out of such principles. They seem 


to be the leaven which leavens the whole lump of his thought. Cp. pp. 22, n. 2, 
48. 
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Nestorius. Dost thou attribute * truly as © in ows:ia* or 
*in illusion and in fiction '? 
Sophronins, [Yes,] for both of them can truly be assumed. 


18. Concerning this: If God the Word became flesh by 
nature and remained God as he was, then God the Word was 
two ousias naturally. 

Nestorius. If that which is supposed to be in owsi@ is [80] 
—thou sayest therefore that truly God is in 05:@ / and that he 
is according to the flesh—|then] after he became flesh there 
were two oz5s:as, that in which he was by nature and that in 
which he became, the one of God and the other of the flesh. 

Sophronius, There is not one ovs!ia and another, but the 
same o5si@ of God, which became also the o15:ia of the flesh ; 
and for this reason there is one 05/4. Just as when water 1s 
running and when it is congealed there are not two owvs:as of 
water but one, which exists both in the liquid and in the solid 
State, although the solid is supposed | to be] the opposite of the 
running state, 80 also God : the same is body and without body, 
but in that he is body he is distinct from that which is without 
body. 

19, Concerning this : that those things which have no distinc- 
tion in nature and are distinct, are said to be distinct in schema. 

Nestorims. TI say therefore that they * have no distinction in 
nature ; and things which have no distinction in nature and are 
distinguished are distinct in the pros9porn. But [to be distin- 
guished | by the pros9por without nature is a $c/A&ma without 
hypostasis in another $sc/Af/ma.* Or dost thou ay, like the 
Manichaeans, concerning the flesh and the things of the flesh 
that [they came about] in fiction and illusion, alleging that the 
incarnation 3 took place by deception > What then dost thou 


1 [,e, running water and water frozen. 

2 This must sureiy mean : *is a change from one schima to another schima 
while the kypostasis remains unchanged.” The word schama seems to mean the 
form or appearance of a thing at any given moment, e.g. water has one schima 
when running and another when frozen. But pros6pon, whatever it is, must be 
a permanent element in the being of a thing, without which, or if it were other 
than it is, the thing would not be what it is. Might it be that the prosgpon is 
the unity of the successive sch&mata of a thing ? 

5 Se, tvavOpwnryos. 
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Suppose is true? That we 8hould concede / that the flesh 
issued naturally from the ozsia of God and [that] the two 
ousias become one, and become that which it is impossible that 
they should become, that is, that he is not God but flesh, or 
that he became flesh in illusion ? 

Sophronius. Things which should properly be received with 
faith you accept with * natural logic ' and reduce them to im- 
possibilities. Then you deprive us in truth of the Christian 
faith as heathens or Manichaeans who stumble at the Cross of 
Christ. 

IVestorius. And who are those who like heathens and 
Manichaeans stumble at the Cross of Christ > Are they not 
those who accept his humanity as a change of the ous:a? For 
it appertains to the heathen to say that Crod works by a change 
in [his] likenesses in any ozs:a whatsoever and in . . . .! into 
the nature of which he has been changed ; and further they set 
aside the nature, [even] that which was in the beginning. And 
the Manichaeans also have taken |[these opinions] from them 
and $ay that the change of likeness resulted in a scA&ma with- 
out Aypostasis. And you, in saying that, are following them, 
and you speak as those who stumble at the Cross of Christ. 

20. Concerning this : that those who say that the Incarna- 
tion * | lay in| a change of likeness confess that Christ is neither 
God nor man. 

/ You do not confess that he is God in owsia in that you 
have changed him into the 05:4 of the flesh, and he is no more 
a man naturally in that you have made him the 05:4 of God; 
and he is not God truly or God by nature, nor yet man truly 
and man by nature. 


21, Concerning this : that he who comes into being by ousia 
from a preceding hyle * is that which he has become and not that 
which he was before he became | s0|, as from a woman there 
came into being a statue of salt. 

And it is nothing else than this, that, as a man of wood and 
stone is not truly called man, being the nature of wood and 
Stone, $0 also neither is he who has become man from the. 


1 See crit. n., p. 398. * Sc, iv OS, 3 See Ps 17, Ne 4- 
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ousta of God called man by nature, so long as the divine 
nature subsists. | 

Sophronius. Then, O admirable man, from stones God can 
raise up children unto Abraham," and from a human bodily 
frame a pillar of salt,* and from the earth a man;* and 
nothing has prevented God nor yet is anything preventing him 
from doing that which he wishes, preventing him from becoming 
flesh. 

Nestorins. First, then, investigate that which thou hast 
Said. / Prove this to us, that God wishes it 80. For the whole 
opinion of the world is agreed that God can do everything 
whatsoever he wisnes. But again thou hast made use of proofs 
to the contrary. For he who becomes man from stone or from 
earth is the nature of man, in that he truly has become man, and 
not the nature of stone or of earth ; and that which has become 
a pillar of salt from a human bedy is only the nature of what- 


. ever it has become. For things which are changed from their 


first 04574 possess only that nature into which they have been 
changed. Therefore, if thou sayest that he became the nature 
of the flesh from the former /y/#* of the nature of God, he 
possesses that ozs:ia which he has become without having been 
ſit]. And it is of no importance that, as I have said, the ozs:a 
of man issues from a stone or from earth or from the seed of 
man, for that which is from a former ows:@ is changed into the 
nature which it has become; and if he is not changed, he does 
uot at all become flesh by nature. 

Sophronius. Divine Scripture solves for us this problem and 
does not permit us to be obstinate and to speak arbitrarily. 
For the staff of Moses, when it became truly a serpent,* was 
a serpent as well as a staff; and the waters of the Nile, which 
became blood,® became the nature of blood as well as of water. 
The ovsia was the same although it was changed and for this 
reason / the children of Israel used water which had become 
blood as the nature of the water, and Moses [used] a serpent 
as a staff, in that it was truly both of them. For God sustains 
natures as he will. 

1 Matt. iii. 9. ? Gen. XiXx, 26. 3 Gen. ii, 7. 


* Syr. kill” = Gk, ian. 5 Ex. iv. 2-4; vii. 8-12. 6 Ex, vii. 14-25. 
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22. Concerning this : that the waters of the Nile, when they 
were transformed into the ousia of blood, were only that ousia 
into which they were changed. 

Nestoritis. Again thou usest proofs like these because, as 
I suppose, thou art bewildered, There were then two owsas ; 
for the water which was taken by the Hebrews was blood and 
water and that which was taken by the Egyptians was both 
in the same way. But if the former was only water and the 
latter only blood, then they were afterwards changed ; for 
when they were taken, those which were taken were changed 
and further were something else, namely that which they 
became. How then is it not seen that that which it became 
by nature is by all means that which it has become and nothing 
else ? 

Sophroninus. And behold! we see that Divine Scripture 
/ has said that from the same ov5s:a there are two things by 
nature, when that which has become man by nature from dust 
and earth and is man by nature, says: / am dus! and ashes, 
if it be that thou mayest not revile Divine Scripture as though 
it has said things that are impossible, when it says of him who 
was man, by nature man, / am dus? and ashes. 

23. Concerning this ; that one ousia, which appears in two 
ousias, 7s in: he one ousia by nature but in the other in schema 
only. 
Nestorins. If Divine Scripture, in reiterating these things 
about the nature of man, says | that], and [if] every man is the 
nature of man and nothing else, then also God the Word, who 
truly became man in nature, is dust and ashes in nature and is 
not of the 05:4 of God but of dust and ashes. If it [were the 
divine ozvsia| from which he became [man], it indicates—if 
indeed every man is this | 057a]* by nature while he is not this 
ousia but the owsia of God—[ that] he was not man except in 
Schema, as the Manichaeans say ; and the statements also con- 
cerning him are in sc/A&ma, that it may not be revealed to 
every one what he is; since one owsia, if it be recognized in 
two oz5tas, in the one / is ousia but [is] in the other in scA&ma 
or in falsehood and in illusion. 


1 Gen, xviii. 27 (P.), * [.c. an ousia of dust and ashes. 
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Sophronius, So thou art attributing to God nothing more 
than that he should be God truly by nature and man by nature. 
It is the same nature in both of thera, except that God is in 
man. And what is the Incarnation * except that he became 
man by nature in the nature of man and that he spoke to us 
in our nature and that he endured naturally all the things that 
are ours, since for this thing indeed he became incarnate.* But, 
further, you lay down that God did [this] by means of an 
intermediary ? and the clothing of the 5c/4na, and absurdities 
such as this, in that he likened himself to tragedians and 
singers who somehow disguise themselves. 


24. Concerning this: that he who can be wistble by has 
nature has no need to become anything else in order to be visible 
in it. 

Nestorins. But, O admirable man, it remains to compare 
the things which have been said by thee, [namely] that he 
appeared to us in his own nature without an intermediary. 
For what reason then hast thou said that he became the 
nature of man while remaining God? For he who appeared 
in his nature had no need to become another 05:4 in which to 
appear. If he appeared in his own, then thou sayest an im- 
possible thing, that he was a mediator for him|[self]. / For 
a mediator tis not of one, but God is one,} and consequently he 
cannot be God but the mediator of God. 


25. Concerning this: that if, when God appeared to the 
saints, he appeared in a change of ousia, he therefore became 
incarnate in many ousias and not in one. 

But further be persuaded to consider this : dost thou pre- 
dicate of God one incarnation * or many ? What sayest thou of 
this? Then, since you say that he became the nature of man 
and was seen by Abraham and Jacob, and by each one of the 
Saints in any s$cA&@ma whatever, in whatever sc/r&ma he was, he 


1 Sc, 2vavOptmnors, evnvOpanyoev. 

? Nestoriue is here accused of Nestorianism, His reply is a somewhat 
ambiguous reference to Scripture, after which he confines himself to attacking 
Sophronius” position, leaving till later the task of making clear his own views. 
Cp. P. 47, N. 3+ 

5 Gal, iii, 20 (P.). 
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was naturally changed into the nature in which he was seen 
and in the last days he was changed into the nature of man in 
order to become incarnate." [Therefore] you predicate many 
incarnations,! if indeed you agree that the Incarnation * was to 
become incarnate ' in his nature. There are many changes 
through which he appeared in s-/A&/ma. 

Sopkronius. One incarnation * do we predicate, [affirming] 
that at that time he truly became incarnate * in his nature 
and appeared not to some men, as to Abraham and to Jacob, 
but to all men. 


26. Concerning this: that if the word incarnation" is 
employed of his appearing to all men and not to certain ones, 
as to the saints, / in that he appeared not to all men, he has 
not then indeed become incarnate? at all. | 

Nestorius. [Tt follows] from * this statement that he became 
not incarnate * at all, in that he appeared not to all men, 
but [only] to those in Palestine. Why then was his incarna- 
tion * partial and not for all men? Or is this what thou callest 
the Incarnation," that he became man in nature when he 
became incarnate * for all time and appeared to all men? 

27. Concerning what has been said about the Incarnation, 
in that he appeared in human nature. 

If then the Incarnation * was truly one and for all mer 
and not for some, both for those who saw him and for thogse 
who saw him not, both for those who were | present| and for. 
those of old, and if the Incarnation * happened at the same 
time for all nature, we duly confess that God the Word was. 
not the nature of man; for that is not the nature of man 
which is not the nature of man but of God. But in the 
ousia of man [he is] truly man, of the true nature of the 
true man in which hz became incarnate * altogether for all 
and which he made his prosdpon, and he was revealed in the 
things of men in comporting himself in the nature of man, 
being God in human nature. As a king in the sc/&ma of a 
Soldier comports himeelf as x soldier and not as a king, 
/ he is clad in the manner of a soldier against whatsoever has 


| Sc, &avbpwnyoi's and cognate words, * Sort *m". 
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need of correction, and it is said that in everything he is [80] 
clad, in that he has become the 5c//na of one soldier, even 
that which clothes all the soldiers. So he became incarnate 
in one man for all men who are of the [same| nature, since 
he was in their nature, and in it he spoke to all men, as if 
he s8poke in his own nature. 

Sophronius, Then, when he was in the nature of man, 
it is 8aid that he became incarnate; and through it and in 
it for all men and not rather on his own account, in that he 
became a man in truth and thereby was associated with a 
man who was of their very nature. And in truth inca-nation * 
took place in that by his own nature he became man and 
had no need of another nature. 

Nestorins, The Incarnation * indeed iay not in this, as a 
king, in using as a king the s:/4na of soldierhood, becomes 
not a soldier indeed in the manner of a soldier; or perhaps 
[it is] as if one were to say that in name only he becomes 
a soldier. Thus no more did God become incarnate," being 
not in human nature, but ..... 

Sophronins. What meanest thou by fas a king” and *as 
a soldier '? 

Nestorius, Just as purple is the clothing of royalty but 
not of soldierhood and as the clothing of soldiers is the 
equipment * which belongs to soldiers and not to kings, when 
/ therefore a king wishes to put on the clothing, that is the 
eGuipment,* of soldiers and to lay aside the purple of royalty, 
though |cl:thed] in the 5c/4ma of a soldier of which he has 
made use without descending from his royal dignity, he then 
remains in majesty and authority over everything, even in 
this sc/&ma. But when he wishes to condescend and to become 
one of the soldiers, [wearing ] the clothing of one of these soldiers, 
as if he had become a $oldier, and not [that] of royalty, and 
concealing himself in it and talking with them on equal terms 
and persuading them without constraining them, he so performs 
the duties of royalty in the 5cA&ma of a soldier, Thus also 
God, when he wished to become incarnate," if he had not 


L Sc. tvnvOpwnyoey and cognate words, 
2 See crit. n., p. 398. 


: P DR OR We) "SS; nm Oh! 
Anat = bf 
Au a9 2 s 


ES ado ae, 5M Fre ite, 64 


| 
4 
by *Ep 
3 
[:-1 
a «2 
1k 
-- is 
i 
: - 
» 6 
| 
$. - 
F 
he 
[% 
L 
[3 


—C,q_uq4cx 


(oth Ae TOO ALS = gent, ore es THEOece w 


OY a, i. 


 » "I. a... 


. 


6s wn <t wolf watt ww 


22 Tat BazaaR oF HERACLEIDES |. 1. [32— 


come in human nature but had become flesh in his own 
ousia, would not at all have become incarnate," in that he 
would have become incarnate ? for them in his own ozs:@ and 
not in the nature of men.* 

28. Concerning this: that he who by a change of ousia 
becomes man is of another nature and not of the nature of men. 

He-indeed who by a change of oz5s:a becomes man is of 
another nature and not of the nature of men, in that he has 


another description of nature and not that of men ; because 


he is God by nature, and the o5:a of man is 8omething * else 
than the nature of God, as both of them exist by nature : not 
that he passed from the nature of God to the nature of man 
nor [that he was| something else than these ; / he is by nature 
in both of them, but the man is only man and God is 
only God. 

Sophronins. And he had not 80 received the incarnation, 
but [if it] took place in another human nature and not from 
the 9v5ia of God, how does the Trinity not accept an addition 
in [its] nature, since it has accepted the oz5s:a of another ?* 
Or how is this God of the nature of men and not of the 
ousia of God ?® 

29. Concerning this: that, in that he has become man in 
the ousia of man and has not become man in |his own| ousia, 
neither in nature nor in pros0pon does he accept any addition. 

Nestorius. As a king, who takes the clothes of soldierhood 
and is [s0 seen]. has not become a double king, and as the 
king exists not apart from him, in that he is in him, and as, 
further, he is not revered ® apart from him in whom he is 


1 Sc. evavPporrmoa and cognate words. 

* Sec p. 15, n. 2. Nestorius is here developing further the argument of 
P. 15. He has there denied that the Incarnation means merely the taking of 
the s>hi/ma of humanity by God the Word ; he now shows that it involves the 
taking of that scAima and more. But the most important point seems to be the 
establishirg of the ſact that orsias are mutually exclusive. Henceforward this 
must be assumed as one of the presuppositions of Nestorius' thought. If 
Godhead and manhood are to be united neither of them can be the basis of tht 
union, They must be united in some /ertium guid, + Cp. pp. 14, n. 2, 48, 298. 

3 See crit, n. p, 598. « See Þ. 14, n. 1. 

6 On this passage see Looſs, Nesforivs and his Place, p. 127. 

© Literally : *he is not adored ?. 
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is known and whereby men also have known him and have 
 . been rescued ; $0 also God used his own pros9por to con- 
| / descend in poverty and shame even unto the death on the 


Cross for our salvation ; and by it he was raised up also to 


| 0 honour and glory and adoration. Wherein he was abased, 

> in that also he was glorified. For the sign of salvation and 
2 victory is [a sign] of honour and not of abasement. Nor did 

[ he receive any addition of the ovs:a, because the owusias 
remain without change. For then there is/an addition in 
the ovsia when it accepts another ovs:!a, an equal ows:a.' 
But also he received not an addition to the pros9pon, in that 
he took his own prosdpor and not another, not for distinction 
but for the union of his own pros9por and that in which he 
1 became incarnate ;* and also his pros/pon * is in him and not 
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5 in another. For he is clothed in the likeness of a servant, 
F- and by it he emptied himself and has clothed it with his 
\3 pros0pon and has exalted his name above all names. In the 
4a ' pros6þpon then of the divinity is ke adore1l and in no other, 
( and in consequence of this the prospor is one and the name 
. } of the Son [is one]. 

F 30. Against those who Say not that God was changed into 
T the nature of a man, but that he changed the ousia of man 
: into the ousia of God.* 


Now for those who predicate the union in a change there 


F follows in any case an addition in 05a as well as in pros0pon. 
2 The 05:4 indeed, which became flesh out of God the Word, was 
1. added to the Trinity, and it is evident that this pros/pon is 
6 a part detached and that it is conceived in detachment ; or it 
2 became the nature of the flesh [emanating] from the ows:a 
' of God the Word in detachment, an addition took place . . . . 
f Whence then is the origin of these things and in what are 
y they distinct ? Further, we have already said the same thing. 
: 1 Nau points out that the emphasis is on the otherness, not on the equality, of 
" the added oz5za, The Syriac phrase is equivalent to the Greek ioovoia, 


2 Sc. evnvOpanyoev. 
3 Nau suggests, probably rightly, that the human pros6pon is here meant, 


* This heading refers to the sect mentioned at the beginning of p, 24, and 
Should probably be transposed to the top of that page. 
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/Let us turn then to another sect which kas sprung from these 
and is distinct from them and at the same time is confounded 
with them . . . 

Sophronius. They confess then that the body of our 
Lord is of his own flesh and therein they mock both at those 
who say_that the flesh was in fiction and illusion and also 
at those who say that it was of the ows/a of God the Word, 
SAYing . . - + | 

31. What words those use who Say that the nature of the 
body was changed into the ousia of God the Word." 

He came not to change his unchangeable ous:a and to 
make it the ozs/a of the flesh but to raise up our miserable 
and changeable [ous:a] to his own unchangeable | ou5:a] and 
to make it divine and adorable, not of itself but in the union, 
And he deems it worthy of the union with his oz5:a, in order 
that it may become one 0z57@a and one prospon of one ousta ; 
and the smaller has been mixed with and deemed equal to 
the great and unchangeable divinity. Even as things which 
are cast into the fire are made equal to the 05:4 of the fire 
and become the nature of the fire which has made them what 
they have become, so0 also the divine nature has accepted the 
human nature and has mingled it in its own nature, and has ' 
changed it and made it therefore one without distinction in 
ousia and in prosdpon ; / and neither in nature nor in prosdpon 
has there truly been an addition to the Trinity; and thus 
the Incarnation * also took place and is conceived. 


32. {n what they are distinct from the Manichaeans and in 
what they confess | the same| as they. 

[Nestorius|. These indeed are distinct from the Manichaeans 
in that they confess truly that the flesh is of our own nature 
and that it is not the s:A#ma of the flesh but the nature of 
the flesh. But some of the others who are with them |are 
distinguished| in that they confess that the flesh is true, not 
belor zing to human nature but being divine and of the nature 
of the divinity, In this they are distinct and they strive 


! Nestorius seems here to be dealing with the position aſterwards held by 
Eutyches. 


? Se. travOpwrnors. 


RE es os 9 OS SAG 921 OS Rh, V7 6 þ LEI BT 
Col es BY 02 bt $2, 45.329 f Ro EROS 
PH 2 s l ; 2 BS il OE +, a 


—38] Incarnation 1s not Deification 25 


with all their might. And those who suppose that they 
serve the church confess that the flesh is of our own nature 
and ox5s:a and $0 its distinction is known to all men. Generally 
then they dispute with all: * with the Manichaeans con- 
cerning the | point] that there was an oz5s!a and an owvs:a in 
truth; and with the others that it was not of the nature of 
God but of our fathers; but with the church in that they 
change the flesh into the ovus!@a of God. Therefore in that 
6 they do not allow the flesh to remain in its own oz5:a, they 
x resemble the Manichaeans by destroying the o»s/a of the 
I flesh, but diverge from them in that they say that God 
was altogether in the /y/# of the flesh. But in that they 
immediately change | the flesh| into the ozs!a of God the 
Word and are unwilling to / confess that God was with the 
human body, they agree with the same opinion and feeling 
when they exclude the 05:4 of the flesh as if it existed not, 
L insisting either on deifying the oz5:@a of the flesh or, so to 
4 Say, on making the ovsia of God become incarnate * in the 
01514 of the flesh of the divinity. 

33. 1 hat those who change the nature of man into the divine 
nature do not say that God became incarnate * but that a man 
was defied. 

He then who is not the human ovs:a of the flesh and is 
called flesh is 80 called by homonymy, even as a man of gold 
or Silver or of another ovs:a of whatsoever material* is not 
man by nature, since he has not the nature of man ; and this 
is not the incarnation * of God but the deification of man. 


34. Concerning this: that those who change the nature of 
man into the divine ousia make an addition to the Trimty both 
'n the nature and in the prosopon. 

If therefore the nature of the flesh which has been deified 
remains in the ovs:a in which it has been deified, how has the 
Trinity not accepted an addition in the ovs:!@a and in he 
pros6pon? / For there is nothing of human nature in the 
Trinity, neither the Father, nor the Son, nor the Holy Spirit, 

t Altering the punctuation of the Syriac text, which puts the $stop after 


* Manichacans ”. 
* Sc. travOponiou and cognate words, 5 Syr, hiile = Ghk, van. 
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but it is alone ; and in that which was not with it eternally 
but which has been [added] to it, it has received an addition. 
But how could an addition which is [made] to it not be an 
addition > And this also is another story and a Manichacan 
fable.” But if that which was [added] became not what it 
was ond the nature of men was harmed by the nature of the 
divinity as by fire, and [if] thereby the Trinity accepted not 
an addition, no more is this an incarnation,* but the extinction 
of the Incarnation.* For anything which results in the 
extinction of human nature and not in its preservation, is not 
named an incarnation * but [is] as something which exists in 
relation to that which exists not. 

35. Wherein those who change the nature of the body into 
the ousia of God agree with those who change the ousia of God 
into the nature of the body. 

And herein they agree with those who change the divine 
ousia into human nature ; for that is the same thing, that God 
becomes the ozs:ia in the nature [of the body]-or that he 
changes the oz5:@ in man into the nature of God. 

36. Concerning this: that it is not possible that the nature 
of God should be changed into bodily fra:ne either by mixture 
or by change, nor yet that the body Should be changed into the 
ousia of God the Word. 

/ He indeed who changes the divine nature into human 
nature brings about its suppression, and he who changes human 
nature into the divine nature makes mock of it and makes of 
it a nature unmade, in declaring a nature | which is] made un- 
made, which cannot be. For of nothing the maker easily 
assembles the ovsia and makes the ovsia which is made by 
change of that which is made. But it is impossible that [he 
Should make] that which is unmade * and that which was not. 
from that which was, as thou sayest ; or else 8urely thou dost 
dzprive it of being ousia. But there are no means whereby 
the owsia which was should cease to be nor wh-reby that which 
was made $8hould become unmade, nor again {are there any 
means whereby | that which is not should become an eternal 


1 See Þ. 14, N. 1, 2 Sc. wavO0pwmnnyais. 
* V reads: * that which is made from that which is unmade ”. 
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nature and be with the eternal ; nor again whereby a nature 
which was not should come into being nor whereby that which 
is not eternal should become eternal either by a change of nature 
or by confusion or by mixture; or whereby from the o0z5:@ of the 
eternal [should come into being] that which is not eternally. 
For either by mixture or by confusion of the two owsias a 
change of ozsia took place [making] for one nature which 
Should result from the mixture of both of them ; or one 05a 
of them was changed into the other. It is not possible that 
the unmade [should become] made and the eternal temporary 
and the temporary eternal and that the created |should become] 
uncreated by nature ; that that which is uncreated and which 
has not come into being and is eternal should thereby become 
/made and temporary, as if it became part of a nature made 
and temporary ; nor that there should come forth a nature 
unmade and eternal from a nature made and temporary to 
become an ozsia unmade and cternal ; for such things are not 


* possible nor conceivable. For how can anyone conceive that the 


Maker, seeing that he is in every way other than that which is 
made, should change into his being the other which has been 
made? For in that he is the Maker, he is unchangeable ; since 
he works by an unchangeable nature, and when he is not that 
which he is he works not. In effect either he is what he is 
by nature, eternally God, and became not another nature 
while remaining in the o0z5s:7@ of God ; or, not being the nature 
of God, he was made and is not the Maker, which is absurd 
and impossible. 

37. Concerning this : that those also who say that the nature 
has been changed in part, and not all of it, say | what is| 
imposs1ible. 

Although indeed anyone $should grant that in part he 
changed his nature and in part was not changed, he who 
makes has in every way the lordship over him who is made 
and over him who is changed ; for there is nothing which is 
more lordly in its [whole] nature than [in] a part of it, but 
whatever all of it is the same also / is in its part. Even if 
then we accept absurdities as well-pleasing, a part being 
mentioned in speaking of a nature simple and indivisible, not 
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even $0 does one avoid what is absurd and not eternal For 
wherein does that which is not the oz5:a come to be in the 
ousia? For in $0 far as he is God he is unchangeable, but 
when he is not God he does nothing. How then is that said 
which cannot even be conceived: that God is changed into 
another o#sia or again that another o5:@ is changed into the 
ousia of God and becomes that which is the Maker, that is, 
that what was unmade and was not [became] that which 
was made and came into being? These [statements] are 
in fact contradictory. How then do the things which have 
been said 2ppear to thee? Have both parties been suffi- 
ciently treated, those who stand by the statements of those 
men and [those also] who are of ours? Or is there still 
something lacking which they ought to establish?? Thou 
oughtest to fill it in, as though thou speakest on their behalf.* 
For if anything touching the faith has been omitted in their 
Statements, we shall lend it our aid with all our might, in order 
that their discomfiture may be exceeding great, since they are 
Supposed by many to be unshaken and unaltered, although 
they are not. 

Sophronius. I suppose then that the stateinents of both 
parties have been well handled and there remains nothing for 
us [to do], and therefore / indeed I rejoice in an hour of 
Silence, and I beseech thee also to desist ; for I have no good 
or useful objection that can be raised against thee, except one 
word only which people confidently use in regard to what 
pleases them. 

Nestorius. What [is that]? Speak confidently, undaunted, 
using manfully and adequately every one of their arguments 
even as they themselves [do]; for no one who is hesitating 
in his thoughts can strive manfully. 

Sophronius. So must it be in regard to the union even as 
the bread, when it becomes body, is one and the same body 
and not two. And one also is that which is conceived as 
the nature of the body, and further it is no more conceived in 
its former nature but as itself in that which it has become; 
wherefore it is not that which it appears [to be] but that 


1 See crit. n., p. 398. * Syr. ©their np6ownov '. 
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which it is conceived [to be]. And consequently also the 
Apostle decreed a fearful punishment against those who sup- 
posed the body of our Lord to be common, when he said thus : 
If he who has violated the law of Moses dies without pity out 
of the mouth of two or three | witnesses|, how much more ts 
he counted worthy of a severe punishment who has trampled 
underfoot the Son of God and has considered common the blood 
of his testament, whereby he was sanctified, and has scorned 
the spirit of grace." This he said / against those who regarded 
the blood and body of God as the blood and body of man, 
and who erred in supposing that the body and blood whereby 
we have been sanctified are common ; and the spirit of grace 
they have scorned in confessing. not that the Son of God is 
consubstantial with God and the Father, but that the body of 
the Son of God is the body of a man, whose body and blood 
he has raiged to his own ovs!a and has not let them be 
upbraided and taunted with a human ovs:a but has [caused 
them] to be adored in his own oz5:a. 

38. Concerning this: that the Apostle speaks also against 
those who consider the blood and body of Christ profane and 
impure, not as though to imply that it* has certainly been 
changed into the nature of God the Word but as though they 
refuse to cal! the blood blood and to call the body body and 
[ because they assert| that they are not able to save us, as the 
Manichaeans say. 

Nestorius. Is this proof, concerning which thou keepest 
Silence, of small importance in thy opinion? They indeed 
insist much on it, and thou oughtest not to bring it forward 
negligently. It had indeed escaped my notice in the manner 
of those who see the mote but not the beam, | Now that] it 
has been revealed, let us examine it from all sides, |to see] 
how it is and how / Divine Scripture wishes us to understand 
[it], so that we incur not blame just and divine. 

39. In how many ways thy word which in Greer is called 
koinon zs wsed. 

And first, let us speak of the use of the word called toznor 
in Greek. Now in meaning it refers to | what is] polluted, 

1 Heb. x. 28, 29. 2 Vis. the human ous. 
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and [what is] common and to participation. [It refers to] 
what is polluted, as he* said in the Acts: ever have [ 


_ eaten that which is impure and polluted ; * but to what is com- 


mon in :ohatsoever they—the Apostles—/ad belonged to them 
in common ; * but to participation in ke cup of thanksgtiving 
which we bloss, is it not a participation in the blood of Christ ? 
And the bread which we break, is it not a participation in the 
body of Christ? * And again: He who sanctifies and those 
who are sanctified are all of one; wherefore he was not 
ashamed to call them brothers, saying: 1 Shall proclaim 
thy name to my brothers and in the mids! of the assembly I 
Shall glorify thee ; and again: I Shall put my trust in him ; 
and again: Here am 1 and the children which God has given 
me « . . . Since then the children have participated in the 
flesh and the blood, he also has participated tthewtse in the 
same things.” Since therefore this term is employed of a man 
who is impure and polluted and also of that which is common 
and further of participation, [did he® 80 use] this expression 
which covers three uses / and does not distinguish against 
what opinion the apostle meant it, when he laid it down that 
for this reason men ample underfoot the Son of God?" 
Which of these three | interpretations] is accurate ? 

Sophronius, |He employed this word] against those wao 
think that he died not for us but was in his own death as 
all men, and that both living and dead he was an ordinary 
man and that he possessed nothing more [than ordinary men], 
for they know not that he is the Son of God and that his 
blood is the blood of God and not that of a man. 

Nestorius. Do you say this, that the body and blood are 
the owsia of the Son of God, or that the body and blood 
are of human ovs/a and have become the nature of the 
divinity? For, as you say, the flesh is not flesh, because it 
has been changed by him into the ovsia of God the Word 
by means of a :nixture and a union. And it [is what] the 
blessed Apostle meant when he mocked exceedingly at 


i Viz. St. Peter. s# Acts x. 14. 3 Acts iv. 32 (P.). 
© xn Cor. x, 16 (P.). 5 Heb. ii. 11-14 (P.). 
5 Vis, the author of the Epistle to the Hebrews, 7 Heb. x, 29. 
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those who confessed his body and his blood and | yet | supposed 
it impure, 

Sophronius. He $aid not this against those who by no 
means confess the body in truth, nor against those who change 
or corrupt the ousia as by fire or [who suppose] * the os: 
of the flesh impure through mixture, but against those who 
confess the flesh and the blood and | yet] think that it is 
common. / 

Nestorius. As it seems to me, the opinion to which thou 
dost cling is not more in harmony with * these, but with those 
who change the ovs:a into the nature of flesh and blood, 
without thinking that the oz5:!4 of the flesch and blood of 
our Lord is common, but that it is of God the Word and 
not of men. 

Sophronius, Then one ought not to return answer to 
these but a reprimand for having used contradictory expres- 


* Sions. But speak of those who supposed that the flesh was of 


the ou5:a of God. 


40. How one ought to understand : © He who sanctifies and 
those who ave sanctified are all of one. ® 

Nestorins. Thou art mistaken, for the Apostle said not 
two contradictory things. For he wished to say that he who 
sanctifies and he who is sanctified are of one and brothers of 
one and not of different ozs:as, and his children as those who 
are sprung from him. Thus he said : For he who sancttfies 
and those who are Sanctified are all of them of one.” The blood 
then whereby we have been sanctified and which has been 
poured out on our behalf is of one; thereby also are we his 
brothers, as if of one father, but again also his sons, [as those 
who] possess one oz57a, wherein we are also sons. In God 
the Word in fact there is not anything whereby he and we 
should be of one, / or whereby we should be called sons in 
his likeness, that for this [reason] we should become his 
brothers, in that we have no reason for such a likeness, as 
those who are brothers and of one father; nor further that 


we $hould become his sons, because we do not participate 
1 See crit. n., p. 398. 
2 Syr : © against'; here the Syr. l/igbal * against* probably represents the 
(3k, np6s. 5 Heb. ii. 11, 
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in the same owvs!a. So then the blessed Paul said this, 
accusing those who are not persuaded to admit that the blood 
of men can* sanctify and who suppose that it is impure as 
being the blood of a man and consequently regard as 
impure the blood of the covenant whereby we have been 
sanctified and rescued from death through the true death 
of a man. And thereby he tells us that we are of one, and 
thereby he calls us his brothers on account of the nature 
which is born of our fathers and died for us;* for in that 
he was born he is of our race and we are all of one; but, 
in that he died on our behalf and has renewed the future 
State by immortality and incorruptibility, we are his sons; 
for he is the father of the world to come.* Are we not all 
in consequence of that one body in one? For we all receive 
from this same one bread, whereby he makes us participate 
in the same blood and flesh, which are of the same nature, 
and we participate with him in the resurrection from the 
dead and in immortality. So we are to him his body just 
as is the bread ; even indeed as the bread is one, / so are we 
all one body, for we all receive of this one bread. 

41. Concerning this: that, if in Chris! the ousia of the 
body was changed into the divinity, we also are changed into 
the ousia of God the Word ; for we are all one bodily frame 
and one body. 

We then also have been changed into his flesh and we are 
his body, and we are therefore not the body and blood of 
man, but his cwn body. The bread indeed is one, wherefore 
we all are one body, in that we are the body of Christ. You 
indeed are the body of Christ and members in your parts." 
Is the bread the body of Christ by a change of ovs:a? Or 
are we his body by a change? Or is the body of the Son 
of God one with God the Word by nature? But if they are 
one by nature, there is then no more bread nor again is 
there [any] body. But to those who thought that the body 
of the Son of God was polluted the Apostle says that 


1 The Syriac preposition 4i4f corresponds in the New Testament both to 
dvri and to bmep. 


* Isa. ix, 6, (R.V. Marg.) Cp. Heb. ii. 5. 3 x Cor. xii. 27 ; See Þ. 12, 
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they are rampiing underfoot the Son of God" in rejecting 
him and denying him, against those who confess that the 
body is of our own nature and who regard it as polluted, 
although [they admit] that it was given for the salvation of 
us all because it was pure and unstained and saved from 
Sins,* and that for all our sins he accepted death and became 
as it were an offering unto God. For if we are not of one, 
we are naturally not called / his brothers nor his sons, nor 
are we any more his bread and his bodily frame ; but, if all 
these belong truly to Christ, we are his body and consub- | 
stantial with him, in that we are that which is also the ousin ' 
of his body. And these things are also known through the 
words of the dogma of those who are changed now into [ 
this and now into that, because they possess not the truth.® 
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42. Against those who say that the union took place in the i, | | 
ousia of Cod the Word and that the nature of the divinity h ba 
effected the transfusion of the nature of humanity. Hef 

' From these again another sect has ariszen who in some 
things are like them and in others are distinct from them, Wit 
while they indeed agree with the Arians but also dissent from [i 
them; but in another way they are clothed in the pros%o0r | | 
of the orthodox, whereby again they keep aloof from the BWW! 
one but so fall into the weakness of the first. They confess \"h | 
indeed that the body of our Lord is of the nature of our fathers 
and therein they are to be likened to those against whom 
we have spoken a little before; but they are distinct from 
them in denying the change of the flesh into the oz5:7 of the 
divinity and in accepting the union without mixture and 
without confusion. But they incline towards the Arians in | Eh 
Saying that the union resulted in one nature, not by change 


1 Heb. x. 29. 2? Heb. vii. 26. | 11 

3 $6 37-41. Nestorius' argument Seems to be : In whatever sense the bread [ 
becomes the Body of Christ, in that same $ense we become the Body of Christ | i" 
by participating in the Sacrament. Since we can only participate in a human | | it 
body, the Body of Christ must have been (and be) human, 18004111 


« In view of the charge commonly brought against Nestorianism that it | | if 
destroys the universal significance for all men of the Incarnation of Christ, | l 
it is interesting to find that he defends his own view as alone safeguarding this | il 
Significance, | Y 
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of ousia but by combination and natural composition, as 
the soul and the body are combined in one nature, and by 
natural force the soul naturally suffers the sufferings of the 
body, / and the body the sufferings of the soul. That 
which each one of them by its nature cannot accept, such as 
the sufferings and the activity, it has accepted in the natural 
combination by- mixture, by one sensibility. They place the 
union not in revelation * and in use, but by natural force in 
a passible nature, and they say that the union took place 
for this [purpose], that they * should naturally participate in 
their activities and in their sufferings. But, further, they are 
distinct from the Arians in saying that there was an animal 
body and soul and that God the Word is consubstantial 
with the Father and that he naturally endured union with 
the nature, not by command but of his own will in order 
to accept on our behalf all the sufferings of human nature, 
not in any other nature but in his own. 

The Apollinarians. He has not surely made a pretence of ® 
our salvation in sc/A&na, either by a change of likeness or by 
a change of ows:a in such a way as not to endure sufferings in 
his own nature; for this would be [the action] of him who 
wished not to become incarnate * because by nature he becarne 
man. But if, since he wished not or since he could not enter 
where there was an intelligence, he united himself by a natural 
union to the sensitive and vegetative soul and to the body $0 
as to complete and fulfil the nature of man [and so as, starting] 
from impassibility and immortality, to suffer natural suffering 
naturally and to be delivered unto death naturally in the 
nature of the soul and of the body, from no / nature he became 
and he 1s the nature of a man.5 He had not been in a man 
but he was man truly, in that he was with the nature of man 


| The Syriac text reads * revelation ?, for which Nau suggests * will” ; but in 
view of later passages this seems unnecessary. Cp. e. g. pp. 60-69, 200, n. 1, 
See crit. n., p. 398. 2 Sc, God the Word and the Man Christ, 

* The Syriac verb is a derivative formed from the Gk. oxhua. 

* Sc, evavOpwnyou. 

* If the text of this passage is right, the last words © from no nature” must 
be the apodosis to the conditional clause beginning *But if, since he wished. , ..' 
The $ense must be that out of something which, being incomplete, is no real 
nature the human nature was made by the addition of the Logos. 


=62] Apollimarianism, _ 


and he was bound to the soul and the body in order to com- 
plete [them] and not to dwell [in them]. For he who dwells 
ſin anything] is far removed from that in which he dwells and 
accepts neither the nature nor the name of that wherein he 
dwells, Consequently, seeing that he dwelt in all the saints, 
he is not said to have become incarnate * and become man in 
any one of them, but only when he became truly man for the 
natural completion of the nature of man by constituting him- 
self the intelligence ruling naturally in the body and the soul, 
and when he constituted a natural union. And therefore it 
was united without intelligence that he might not be supposed 
as it were to have dwelt in man, but to have been united for 
the completion of the human nature. That then is their 
[view]. But those who wish rather to adhere to the orthodox 
attribute to him a body and an intelligent soul and agree to 
the union in one nature for the completion of the nature. 
And as the body and the soul and the intelligence are the 
completion of the nature of man, so also the union of God the 
Word took place with the body and an intelligent soul for the 
completion of the nature. He became man in truth, since he 
had according to nature all [the properties] of a man ; he was 
not the half of a complete [man], that is flesh only, or animal 
Soul, for it is not in this that he became man, / in possessing 
nothing of man except animal bodily frame and soul without 
reason, but [in possessing | a rational soul and a rational body 
and a rational life, and not [all these] without reason. For all 
that is combined for the completion of nature participates in 
the same things and in one nature, since it participates both 
in suffering and in activity. 

43. Against those who confess @ body endowed with sout and 
a Soul endowed with intelligence but |say that) the union of 
the divinity resulted in one nature by composition. 

Nestorius. According to the former the statements of the 
latter are well said, that neither the animal soul nor agein the 
bodily frame of the irrational soul are the body of a man; nor 
consequently is he—neither soul, nor body, nor divinity-—a 
man who has nothing of a man ; for the nature of man is not 


1 Sc, evavOpwunnoa, 
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constituted of an animal soul and divinity and body. How 
"2. then did he become man by the combination of things which 
2'E make not the nature of a man, unless perhaps he became by 
\Wi'1 | ſusion another nature apart from our own nature? But nothing 
qT 6 like that has taken place in anything nor in all natures which 
| have aforetime existed ; and now | forsooth], after all creation 
has been completed another nature has come into being 
apart from those which were when it existed not ! 
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/ 44. Concerning this : that if the union of the divinity and the 
| humanity resulied in one nature, that one nature is neither that 
of God nor that of man, but another nature which ts foreign to 
all natures. 

But generally the same things are said [in answer] also to 
Ty these : that by man we understand and mean him who from 
S532 the body and the rational and intelligent soul has become the 
nature or: man in the combination of nature, but not him who 
from divinity and a rational soul and a human hody has become 
man by a combination of natures ; for this is imposs:ble. For 
human nature is definite, and [the things] which he possesses 
who is man in ozs!a and in nature ought to be his who 
comes to be in the nature of man neither more nor less; since 
the [properties] of the nature are definite. Either then [he 
became] man in such a way that the union of God the Word 
with the body and the soul took place not with a view to 
[forming] one nature but in order to serve for the dispensation 
on our behalf; or he had the [properties] of another nature 
apart from that of men and of God, which is an animate body 
and God the Word, which nature is neither that of a man nor 
that of God, but a new nature, to which belongs |something | 
of all our natures, 
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45. Concerning this : that if the union of God / the Word 
with the body resulted in one nature, he is not to be conceived 
| apart from the flesh, in that it is | possible| for him to become 
this in his nature, 

God therefore is no more of an impassible but of a passible 
nature, being conceived as of that which he became by the natural 
union, while he becarne anew that which was newly created. 
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If then God the Word, who is consubstantial with the Father 
and te Holy Spirit, has been united in a natural union, and 
thereby has that which he is, he exists not apart from it, since 
in it and by it he is united and unites himself, like the body 
and the soul which are united in one nature of a man, and are 
not to be conceived apart from their nature—but the body | is] 
in the soul and the soul in the body together with their suffer- 
ings and their operations, the body being natural and | the 
Soul ?] not in a voluntary habitation, [both] mutually receiving 
and giving in a perceptible manner by natural mixture and 
ſusion for the fusing of the nature. 


465. Concerning this : that in the union two natures are not 
conceived as one nature. 

What after all is the nature in this natural union which you 
predicate? Is it that of the Father and of the Son and of the 
Holy Spirit, an impassible nature, immortal, eternal and with- 
out needs? Or is it [a nature] mortal and passible and 
with needs, which came into being yesterday and to-day and 
which belongs neither to men nor to God nor to any other 
nature, but is mixed from two natures for the completion of one 
nature? If then they say / that it is the 05:4 of the Father 
and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit united by a natural 
union, this is not a natural union with the flesh but a voluntary, 
Since they are united for the use of the pros/por and not of the 
nature ; since |those things] which are united in one nature are 
not united voluntarily but by the power of the Creator, who 
combines them and brings them to a fusion in such a way that 
whatever is not of and belongs not to each of them obtains it 
in virtue of a natural and not a voluntary union, by which 
it has been united in one rature. By whom then are these 
united in nature ? It is evident that that which has been united 
has been $0 [united | by the creator of the nature.* If anyone 
Says that anything is united of itself, I do not suppose that it 
is right ; for when the natures are united in the ovs/as in one 
nature, it possesses also a certain kind of change of o5:@ and 
it is necessary that that nature which has been united should 


1 The word * soul” seems to have dropped out of the Syriac text. 
* See notes on pp. 8, g. 
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be bound in virtue of an equality of nature and not by the 
will. 

47. Concerning this: that natures which are united volun- 
tarily are not said to be united naturally, but prosodpically. 

The natures indeed which are united voluntarily acquire the 
union with a view to [forming] not one nature but a voluntary 
union of the prosdpon of the dispensation. If then they say 
that the union of the natures resulted in one nature, even 
though we ourselves should concede to them that it took place 
voluntarily, / yet, after it took place, the union existed not 
voluntarily in that the natures have acquired it. And it suffers 
as being united, whether it will or not, and accepts the suffer- 
ings of that nature to which it has been united, since it 1s 
defined by it and not by impassibility nor by immortality nor 
by infinity. For the definition and circumscription of all 
nature is that in which it has to be. And if it has been united 
to a nature, it is in that [nature] that it has to be and also | has 
to be] as that which exists by the nature. And from this it is 
established that both the Father and the Holy Spirit, who are 
of the same nature, are of a passible and created nature ; for 
that which the Son has accepted in his nature, the Father also 
can accept. For it is impossible that he * should be able to 
accept in nature that which he® is not capable of accepting. 
If the Son accepted in virtue of his acceptance of the union 
of this nature, whereas the former did not accept, how are 
they of one nature who are opposed to one another in accepting 
or not accepting? And after a change of nature you are com- 
pelled to take the word * union according to the interpretation 
of the Arians,* that the nature of the Son has been united by 
the Creator of nature, in the same manner as he who created 
and made the soul and the body also united them ; for the 
very work of creation also requires that he should unite 


* This seems to mean: If the divine nature is found in Christ in a natural 
union, it can only be $o in virtue of having been reduced to the level of human 
nature. If it were remaining itself and freely co-operating of its own will, the 
union would be another kind of union, 

# Viz, the Son. 3 Vs, the Father, 

* Literally : © for you the word ** union ” necessarily takes the meaning of the 
Arians.” 
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the soul / and the body in one nature, in that to him also 
belongs the realization of the creation of each one of them. 


48. Concerning this: that a natural union is the work of 
a second creation. 

The union in fact in one nature of natures which have been 
united is the work of a second creation. That which is not of 
itself naturally united to each one of them receives this from 
a second genesis. For indeed to hunger and to thirst and to 
perceive sensations by the senses belongs not to the body of 
itself, nor to the soul of itself, but * comes to them from a second 
genesis. So if there had also been a union of nature with the 
Soul and the body for God the Word, in such a way that he 
received from the union of nature that which he had not in his 
nature of itself : hunger and thirst and weariness and strife and 
fear and death, in the one genesis indeed of a second creation 
[would be found] the first creation both of his ozs:/4 and ne- 
cessarily also [of] the Creator's, if he endured these things not 

*in fiction but naturally. And vainly do you give the name of 
consubstantial to one from whom you were compelled anew to 
take it away and were compelled to join either the Arians or 
Manichaeans in such a way as to admit either that he suffered 
not naturally any one of these things or only in illusion and in 
fiction. Or, by granting that in nature naturally, by a passible 
Sensibility, / he accepted sufferings, you evacuate him of im- 
passibility and of immortality, and of being consubstantial with 
the Father, because he acquired a change of nature, seeing that 
[the Son] accepts and [the Father] accepts not | these suffer- 
ings]. Or if he had not had one change of 05:4 in his nature, 
while that of the Father and the Holy Spirit was without 
needs and accepted neither suffering nor death, he would have | 
been deprived of being God in that he was not in everything IH 
of an ovs!@ without needs. | 


49. Concerning this: that things united by nature endure | 
natural sufferings naturally and not voluntarily. i 
By diminution indeed the nature without needs and im- I (001 
passible became a passible and needful nature. In the same i 
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way as one who by his own will does away with his hand or 
his foot or his eye no longer possesses them after they have 
been done away, in that he has truly put them away, $0 he 
also who by his own will does away with his immortality and 
impassibility for the completion of a passible and needful 
nature no longer has that impassibility and freedom from 
needs which were formerly his, in that he was made equal to 
a passible nature until he obtained anew impassibility by 
command ! [apart] from nature together with the natural 
union, since after the resurrection from the dead he has been 
in a nature which is immortal and impassible, but not in virtue 
of his own nature which | was his] before he became a mortal 
man by a natural union ; since / he accepted naturally all the 
properties of nature, he [accepted] also obedience unto death, 
even death upon the cross and also an uplifting of exaltation 
above which there is no glory, and the adoption of a name 
which by grace is above all names, before which every knee in 
heaven, and on the earth, and beneath the earth bows, for the 
glory of God the Father * to whom he was subjected and fulfilled 
all obedience. He did not empty himself nor yet was he the 
Similar to the Father nor received he anew the similitude from 
the Father. For indeed he exalted himself and empticd himself 
to [the state of] mortal nature and he became that nature, and 
that which he had in his nature he took by grace. And from 
a riature unmade he became a nature made and created by 
addition and diminution of natural power; and the o»s:a 
which accepted neither sufferings nor death became mortal and 
passible, and he died through weakness and through the power 
of God he became alive, in that he became a weak nature and 
endured the painful sufferings thereof, being in pain and suffer- 
ing in consequence of the equality in nature * of the soul and of 
the body, being torn apart and isolated from his nature; 
under constraint he was torn out of his nature and conse- 
quently he was not even corrupted by the parting * of the 
Soul from the body. As the body endures the suffering of 
1 See p. 8, n. 3. 2 Phil. ii. 8-11, 


5 The Syriac shauynth kydand occurs in Cyril, de Incarn vii. 109 (ed. Pusey), 
as meaning 79 ioopves (Payne-Smith, Thes, Syr., col, 4082), * Syr; * distiction '. 
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death and is violently torn apart from any equality * | with 
the soul] and from the natural / union by division, so also 
God the Word who was united for the completion of the 
natural union must endure naturally all the natural sufferings 
of death ; therefore also life and death belong in common to 
those who are united in nature. He then who concedes this 
concedes also the rest, whether he will or not, even if he says 
a thousand times that he is impassible in his nature; for he 
suffered in the nature which he became, whether of flesh or of 
man or of any thing else that we might mention. And let us 
not say that his nature does not accept sufferings, except that 
perhaps, as those who are able to die or not to die are not by 
their nature immortal, so also might we say of God the Word ; 
for therein is God the Word conceived in his nature and he has 
nothing more. If thou sayest that his nature is not subject to 
death, in no way is it subject to natural death ; the union took 
place not for nature but for the use of man according to the 
drspensation, so that the Incarnation * of God the Word, who 
is impassible and immortal, took place. What then do they 
Say? I ought fully to treat two things: to set out their 
objections and to resolve them as best I can, since thou hast 
persuaded me to do both. 

Sohhronius, They $ay in fact as follows: how is he called Þ 
man heavenly and spiritual, if he is neither spiritual nor J'il 
heavenly? / He who has been united to human nature is God $i 
the Word by nature as God; and it is said: As 7he firs! man P! 
was of the dust of the earth, so also is the Lord from heaven ; * 
and : he first man became a living soul and the second man 
became a quickening spirit* And not apart from the ozs:a 
of the body of dust is he called a man of dust nor again with- Irs 
out the soul is he called animate,” but in consequence of their F {| 
combination, which results in the nature of man, is he 80 1 
called ® apart from the 05a of the heavenly and the spiritual, 
which has been united by nature to the nature of man. ht 


1 The Syriac has shauy1ithd, which is equivalent tothe Gk, ioo- inioopves (spra). 
2 Se, tvavOpwmyois. 3 x Cor. xv. 47. * 1 Cor. xv. 45. TEIrE 
* The Syriac adjective na/skind here used is that derived from nafsh4, © soul ”. 1687} 
5 Nau reads with V,: *in the zaine way as he is not called heavenly 19TH 
without , , / FI ' 
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50. Concerning this : that if * the second man, the Lord from 
* heaven '," is adopted of God the Word, then men are heavenly 
Since they are of the nature of God the Word ; for * as is the 
heavenly, so also are the heavenly ones '.* 

Nest5rins. Hear then also this, when you read the rest of 
the book, that as zs the heavenly, so also are the heavenly ones,* 
and as wwe have clothed oursetves in the likeness of one of dust,” 
S0 also [are,we] of dust, because all possess the same nature, 
and as he is heavenly, so also [are they] heavenly, because 
they have the same nature as the heavenly; [s0] also all 
of us, who wait to become [$0] in this sort. We men are of 
the ov57a of God the Word, since our soul and our body have 
been combined for the completion of such a nature, and each 
of us becomes that which God the Word is by nature ; / for 
as is the heavenly, so also are the heavenly ones,* and to the 
extent that they are heavenly men, they are Gods the Words, 
in that each single one of tzem is both of God the Word and 
of the human soul and body, not infinite in his nature, although 
in each cne he exists [in some sense] infinitely except inas- 
much as the nature of each single one of them is finite and 
apart from it his existence cannot be conceived. If you 80 
understand the Lord is from heaven" and the Second man 
was @ guickening spirit,* how do you imagine the rest of it: 
as we have been clothed in the likeness of him of dust, s0 Shall 
we be clothed in that of him from heaven?* How then have 
we been clothed in the likeness of him from dust? What 
do we become? And in what have we been clothed? Have 
we become heevenly and spiritual men, [formed] of the 
Soul and the body and of God the Word? Or has the spirit 
without body and without soul been clothed in the likeness 
of him of dust, [who is] body and soul and who urges us to 
become the likeness of spiritual beings, that is, spirits without 
Soul and without body, although indeed it is not our affair 
but [that of our] Maker? If this is according to the truth, 
how does he urge us to be clothed in the likeness of spiritual 
man, that is, [of] Christ, as though Christ were without soul 


1 x Cor. xv. 47 (P.). ? x Cor, xv. 48. 
3 1 Cor, xv. 49. * 1 Cor, xv. 45: 


Psulanthropism 


and without body? And how then is he man, if he has 
nothing of man? Or how is Christ called spiritual / man, he 
who has been constituted the oz5/4 of God the Word to 
[become] the nature of man, [that is], of soul and body? And 
we $hall come to be without bodily frame and without soul 
in becoming as he is, having nothing that he has not. But 
this cannot be so, It follows that those who confess that 
the nature of God cohered for the completion of human nature 
Say these and such like absurdities, for a passible and created 
nature is the result of a natural union with a passible and 
created nature. And therefore they fall either into the opinion 
of the Arians, who say that by nature God the Word became 
the nature of a passible and mortal man, in enduring sufferings 
Sensibly, or into the opinion of those who say that he became 
body and soul in fiction, or into [that of | both of them in 
inclining now to the one and now to the other side, because they 
Suppose by such inclining to escape from these absurdities. 


' 31. Against those who suppose that Christ was a mere man. 

So far the argument has been against these. Let us look 
then also at the heresies of those who dissent and confess that 
Christ was only «a man, [and see| wherein they are distinct 
and in what they resemble those above, in order that we may 
distinguish and demonstrate their heresies, so that we may 
not, on account of what has been wrongly said, again escape 
/ that which has been fairly said and so that further we 
may not without distinction accept that which has been 
wrongly said. For to confess that Christ is man both by 
nature and in truth appertains unto the truth and is attested 
by the truth ; and therein is there no one who blames them. 
But in that they shun his divinity, though it exists in truth 
and in nature, they are to be repudiated, since they suppress 
the Incarnation * of God the Word. 


52. Concerning those who confess God the Word only mn 
name. 
The Sabellians. Among them indeed are also those who 
deny that God the Word exists in ovs7a ?nd who say only 


1 Se, tvavOpwryois, 
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that the name © God the Word ' is that command : He spoke 
and it became. But thus also they predicate the Father and the 
Holy Spirit in name alone; $0 in short they agree rather with 
the Jews than with Christians. 


53. Concerning those who say that God the Word exists 
indeed by nature, but that he has not been united by nature but 
in schema and that there are two $0Ns. 

The Paulittians. But others reprove them, confessing that 
God the Word is a nature or a Aypostasis,* as also are the 
Father and the Holy Spirit. Concerning his incarnation * 
they agree not with the orthodox, but they approach those 
/ who s8ay that Christ was only a man and that he 
comported himself in subjection to the law as one of the 
saints, and that by command he observed all the command- 
ments and that by supreme observance he was without sin 
as a man, and thereby he is more excellent than all men, 
either because, after having been without sin, he appeared 
freed from death and rightly accepted immortality which 1s 
established for the honour of those who observe the law with- 
out sin, or because, having 80 comported himself in all these 
things, after he [had] observed all the commandments without 
fault, he accepted for himself to die for us and, in consequence 
of that greatness of his obedience, he received the honour and 
the name of Son by grace. He is not God the Word but he 
who has 80 comported himself and observed all the command- 
ments. 5So they say. 

The Paultmans.” What purpose indeed could it have served 
that God the Word also should associate himself with him in 
operations and should operate with him as thzugh he could 
not of himself observe the commandments? And what is 
that which has been preserved without sin? Or what is the 
victory? It is not a high merit if, being unable to be vic- 
torious, he had need of assistance so as with assistance to bc 
victorious, since he [himself] could not do it [otherwise]. For 
it is not to him that victory comes but to him that assisted 
him and was invincible. What then is a combat for God? 


| See pp. 156, n, 2, 218, n. 3. 2 Sc. wavdpamnos. 
* The Syriac has only Paul#, 
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And what is the merit ? That he who asks [assistance] of any 
one should be the saviour! / For what is he who sees that 
there is [nothing in common| between him and the prince 
who comes and finds nothing in him," when it is discovered 
that the [divine] nature has assisted him? And before whom 
is he judged, when he who judges and is judged is the judge ? 
Who is it who has accepted the offering for all men, when it 
is he who accepts and he who is offered? Who is it who 
propitiates and who is propitiated, when he is in both of 
them? [Who indeed], unless perhaps they break up*? one 
Sovereignty into two which are not like one another, and say 
that the Father was angry and the Son propitiated him when 
he was enraged, as they have learnt from the fables of the 
Manichaeans, who have foolishly invented them ; or | unless] 
perhaps the Father manifested his anger in 5cA&mna against 
those who erred and appointed a term hypocritically by 
Showing himself angry and able to be propitiated as by the 
Word ? 

Now in another way there adhere also to that which the 
[followers] of Arius imagine [men] who say that God has not 
been propitiated in any other way than by the death of 
Christ, who from in the beginning was God and he was God. 
What urgent need then was there for this foolish invention ? 
For he who was in him did this not by the death of another ; 
further also it is not justice that he who is not of one nature 
Should accept death for another nature for the remission of 
the debt; nor also has a true remission been shown, but 
a Schima. / And they say that these things have been divided 
between two sons in such a way that 8ome befit the one 
and others the other, in order that there may be neither 
contradictions nor schematisms in all the words that there are. 
There is one divinity and one lordship and one authority of 
the Father and the Son, who accept not any such 5sc/&ma. 
These things and such like they say, insisting on their views, 
and call Christ and the Son double in pros9pa as well as in 


1 Jn, xiv, 30. There is no predicate in the Syriac text. The words 
*nothing in common ' are supplied from rat & euot oth tx« order in Jn. 
XIV, 30, * See Crit. n., p. 398. 
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hypostases-—in like manner as the saints have received the 
indwelling of God—and they speak also of his image in the 
Same way. 

WVestorius. Let us speak then also with every one of those 
who, decieved and deceivers, deny the incarnation * which took 
place for God the Word. And first let us use against them 
their very own words. Thou then lay before me their words, 
those which are persuasive and are of use in persuading many ; 
and combat manfully for them, so that no cause at all for 
excuse may be granted unto them, Since then there is only 
one divinity and lordship and authority and knowledge and 
opinion and power of God the Father and of the Son, by 
means of whom everything came from the Father and without 
whom nothing at all which has come into being came into 
being, for what reason does he * apply only to God the Word 
he became flesh, not he made the flesh but The Word became 
flesh,* even he who was with / God ?* And said he not of God 
the Father he who ts with the Father? For he became and 
he made both belong unto him, since they make no division ; 
nor is it [said] that the one is and that the other is not ; but 
perhaps they confess that there are two Words as also two 
Sons and that the one is the divinity and the other the 
passibility in that it became flesh. 

Sophronius. And what is there absurd in our confessing 
80? For this is evident; for the Evangelist said this also 
concerning him: Je dwelt among us,* that is, concerning 
the Word, [but] of man this: we have seen his glory, the 
glory as of the only begotten,* and : who is full of grace and of 
truth * was not |said] of the only begotten, nor is it any more 
by nature, for he is full of glory, not by virtue of grace but 
by virtue of nature and he has no need of any addition. 

WVestorius, When then the Father said concerning him 
This is my Son* and again ſe has given his only begotten 
Son ® ; and the only begotten who ts in the bosom of his Father has 


1 Sc, wavO0pwnnots. 2 Viz. the Evangelist. 3 Jn. 1. 14. 

% Im. Þ I. 6 Jn, 1. 14. 6 Jn. i. 14 (P.). 

7 Jn.i,14(P.). Note the interpretation of * full of grace ' as meaning * filled 
by grace * in contrast with © by nature ”. 

s Matt: iii. 17 {P.) ; xvil. 5(P.). v Jn. iii, 16, 
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himself told us,” did it speak of him who was in the bosom of 
his Father or did it speak of three only begottens, one who 
was from in the beginning God the Word and another who had 
the glory as of the only begotten without being / the only 
begotten, and a third apart from these whom he gave on 
behalf of the world ? 

Sophronins. What then? Did he give God the Word, 
consubstantial with him, who is immortal and impassible, 
unto death? And do not He who tis consubstantial, impasstble 
and immortal and He gave him unto death belie one another ? 
Or is it perhaps so in scA&ma ? 

Nestorius. Thou wilt confess aloud with us that there are 
not two Gods the Words or two Sons or two only begottens, 
but one, and $0 on with all the rest of them. Investigation 
is made on both sides similarly and rightly how he became 
incarnate * voluntarily, when he was by his nature immortal and 
impassible, and how it is said that the Son is dead in nature 
and in $0 far as he is not immortal by nature. 

Sophronius. But we say these very things to show clearly, 
although thou dost not wish | it], that thou dost predicate 
two sons by nature, one impassible and immortal and the 
other passible and mortal. 


54. Concerning this: that God the Word became incarnate * 
and there were not two Sons but one by an union. 


Nestorius. Tt is not at all true; but if it is right in the 
first place to speak concerning this, from Divine Scripture 
itself will we learn that which we confess to one another. 
Let us see then what the Evangelist / says concerning God 
the Word. Does he speak of one God the Word or of two 
Words? Un the beginning was the Word and the Word was 
with God and the Word was God. He was in the beginning 
with God ; everything came into being by him and without him 
came into being nothing whatsoever that came into being.* 


1 ]Jn. i, 18 (P.), 2 Sc. envOpdamyoey. 

5 See P. 19, n. 2, Sophronius again accuses Nestorius of Nestorianism, and 
this time he defends himself against the charges by directly denying what is 
alleged against him. See especially pp. 49-50. 

4 Jn, i, 1-3 (P.). 


- _— C4 ©0095 HATS ren 


_ - _ Pr 


«- »+ Oe Y Tu 


| 
} 

F 
I. 
| 


- Wag 0 Ee Og 
Dd. —_p—_—_ —_ 


48 Tre BAZAAR oF HERACLEIDES I. 1. [70— 


Concerning whom can these things be said by the Evangelist, 
except concerning him who is consubstantial [with the Father] 
and without bodily frame? And this: 7 him was life and 
the life was the light of men and the same light shineth in the 
darkness and the darkness comprehended it not.” Did he say 
it of another or of the very sxame? Therefore he called him 
both the life and the light, which indicate the immortal and 
quickening /0#sia, and [he said}] it s/hineth in the darkness 
and the darkness comprehended it not, as if concerning things 
which had been in death and in darkness. But he is not 
dead, for he is the life and the light which are not extinguished, 
and he quickens those who are in death. Concerning what light 
does John bear witness, that all men should believe through 
it? Surely z was the light of the truth which gives light unto 
every man who has come into the world ; he was in the world 
and the world came into being by him and the world knew him 
not; he came to his own and his own received him not ; and 
but to those who received him he gave authority to become the 
Sons of God, to those who / believe on his name, who were 
born not of blood nor of the will of the flesh nor of the will 
of man but of God. Did the Evangelist speak of another 
Word or of God the Word, by whom everything came into 
being, life and the true light, who came unto his own and 
his own received him not, who gave authority unto those 
that received him to become the sons of God, [who] were 
born not of blood nor of the will of the flesh but of God? 
And, further, whereby gave he to those who received him 
to become the sons of God? [Was it] to those who were 
born of the nature of God? [Or to those who] have been 
changed in nature into the nature of God and have become 
that which God the Word is in so far as he is born of the 
Father? Or have they * remained in the same nature in which 
they are and have they become sons of God and have they 
been born of God by adoption * and by acknowledgement ? 
As they have received him as being God, who has become 


1 Cp. Þ. 14, n. 2. 2 Jn. i. 4-5 (P.). 
3 Jn. i. 9-13 (P.). + Syriac reads: *has he... 
* The Syriac root regularly represents olxeTos, oixeiwors, and olxeorhs. 


3] * The Word became flesh:” 49 


[their] kin-by-adoption,* and as they have acknowledged 
that he is their God who has made everything and who has 
come unto his own, so also he has made them his kin-by- 
adoption * and has acknowledged them to be the $sons of 
God, as sons who have entered into sonship but who possess 
not the nature. 


55. Concerning this: that God the Word is one by nature 
and ts |s0| named and that there are not many who have been 
[50] named by homonymy. 

Those who become $sons by adoption and by acknowledge- 
ment |become the sons] of him / of whom they are born not 
by flesh nor by blood but by the will and the love of him 
who has no bodily frame but has become their body by 
adoption and by love and by acknowledgement like a father ; 
$0 als0 God the Word who has come into his own has 
given authority unto those who have received him and con- 
fessed him and believed in his name; for he has not given 
to those, who are not born of blood nor of the will of the 
flesh nor of the will of the man,* to become the sons of God-— 
for that should have been possessed by them beforehand in 
their natures—but they were born of God by adoption. Thus 
therefore he who came into his own and was received gave 
to those who believed in his name authority to become the 
Sons of God, and he will be their flesh by the taking 
of the flesch and he will make it [his] by adoption and he 
will acknowledge it as his body by adoption. Consequently 
he * has said: 7he Word became flesh;* balancing in the 
beginning was the Word and the Word was with God® and 80 
on. He also adduced the Word became flesh and sojorurned ® 
among us.” As those who have received him have become 
voluntarily by reception the natural [sons] of God, so also 
he, in that he received the flesh and sojourned in it, became 
their flesh by adoption and not by change of ozzsza. Therefore 
also he adduced the peculiar property of God, saying And we 
have seen his glory, the glory as of the only begotten of / the 


1 See p. 48, n. 5. 2 Syr. gabhr4 = vir rather than homo. 
3 Vis, the Evangelist. 4 Jn. i. 14 (P.). 6 Jn. i. 1(P.). 
s The Syriac root probably corresponds to Gk. oxnvow. 7 Jn. i. 14 (P.). 
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; Father." He qualifies it not by likeness but as for con- 
| firmation, when he says * full of grace *, in calling that which 
is of the nature of the only begotten grace; for that is the 
fulness. For that which surely participates [in anything] 
is not full but is deficient in that of which the nature is 
war altogether it, and he is full of grace and truth * ; not as one who 
| # | has been changed but as one who is that which the beloved 
1H | Son was; according as they have received him and according 
| 


— 
_ D. —_— aac... ANN Pw, 


as they have believed in him, $0 also have they seen him 

who was revealed in flesh, [even] him and not another God 
J nor again another Word nor another life nor another light 
15 nor again another only begotten, but the very same who was 
| 18 revealed in flesh. And of his fulness have we all received * that 
| yl: which was not in us; and of /zs fulness have we received but 
| | not his fulness; for the fulness consists in being deficient 
{| | 41S in nothing, as God. And consequently the only begotten 
'# is who is in the bosom of his Father has expounded unto us 
S 1s God whom no one has ever seen ; and no one else than he 
| i! wno was in the bosom of his Father came and became flesh 
is | | and dwelt among us; and he is in the bosom of his Father 
1 i” | and with us, in that he is what the Father is, and he has 
; 18 expounded unto us what he is in the bosom of his Father— 
8! it being evident that he has not explained the infinity and 
| 


" £R9 the incomprehensibility of the ovs:a. As he knows our 
[6 $18; nature /he has expounded unto us in our very nature that 
which none of mankind has ever seen., How then is it possible 
j that we should understand by him one Son and by Christ 
; another Son, who is only such as a man is and who in the 
| 


equality and the honour of sonship remains in the image of 
| him whom you deny to have been sent and to have moved 
| | among us? By a kind of divine indwelling he who was in 
| the likeness of God [So] dwelt, as the Evangelist clearly 
refers us back from God the Word to God the Word* 


my | 

11 | | and apart from God the Word shows no other Word nor 
If | other only begotten of God, except him [who is] with 
| | his flesh, 

| 1 Jn. i. 14 (P.). 2 Jn, i. 16. 


3 Le, fromv, 14 tov. 1 of Jn. 1. 
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Sophronius.*” But from what has been said understand 
what the Evangelist says: No man has ever seen God ; the 
only begotten Son who was in the bosom of his Father has 
expounded |him}\,* 8peaking of him who has been taken up 
and sits on the right hand of the Father, who is the Son 
in the image and glory of the Son, who has been shown 
unto us, who has come after me, who is mightier than 1, 
on whom the Holy Spirit has come down and has remained 
in the likeness of a dove,* who is the elect of God, the Lamb 
of God, the Nazarene, the Son of Man; you shall see the 
heavens opened and the angels of God ascending and 
descending upon the Son of Man.” Tt is not he who in ownsia 
is God the Word, consubstantial with the Father; for 10 
one has ever scen God," but he has been seen. But he spoke 
not of him but of the Son of Man, who by his grace was in 
the rank 7 of the image of the Son of God, and thereby he 
was the Son and the only begotten by good will ; 7 whom 
dwells all the fulness of the divinity tn bodily frame.* He is 
not the fulness, but all the fulness dwells in him in bodily 
frame as it has dwelt in every single Gae of the saints. For 
he who is the Son is not by himself apart nor again is the 
Father by himself apart, for the Son is in the Father and 
the Father in the Son. And consequently if the incarnation ? 
which took place in the oz5:@ is that of the Son of God, it is 
also that of the Father and of the Holy Spirit, if you say 
that he is the Son by nature and not by equality and honour ; 
for he has been sent in the prospon of the Son of God and 
is clothed in his pros9pon and everything appertaining unto 
him is referred unto him, as God is in an angel and in a 
mediator, for he is the mediator of God and of men, the Man 
fesus Christ."* And how then has there been one Son and 


1 Sophronius here scems to identify himself with Nestorius' point of view, 
but to deduce from it that he must go on to conclude that God was in Christ in 
the same way as in the saints, He is thus used to represent an accusation 
commonly brought against Nestorius by the orthodox, which Nestorius proceeds 
to rebut. 

? Jn, i, 18, 3 Matt. iii. 11 ; cp. Jn. i. 27. * Jn. 1, 32. 

5 In, i. 52. 6 Jn. i, 18. 7 Syr. taks# = Gk. rages, 


* Col. ii, 9(P.). » Sc, evavOpwnyo:s. 1 1 Tim. ii. 5. 
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an incarnation * of God, unless perhaps it is said that there 
has been an incarnation * of God in every thing whereby 
God wrought the dispensation for men, and it is said that 
God has said and God has wrought and God has been seen 
in those things which have been 8aid or wrought by Moges 
and by the prophets and by the angels./ Because in fact 
God by his nature is invisible and incomprehensible, he 
must have some mediator, through whom to provide these 
things, while to him are referred those things which are 
wrought or said by them by the doctrine of providence and 
of the dispensation and not in the course of nature. How 
is he who is man by nature God by nature, and not by grace 
and activity, as God can act at his will in the case of all 
nature, unless, perhaps, God be everthing in him? Some 
one will say that God and man are acting [alike] and that 
he is two natures. I turn then to those things on which 
the whole investigation hangs. 

56. Concerning this: that it is not said that God became 
incarnate * also in one of the prophets or saints, nor even that 
he made use of any of them in his own pros0pon. 

Westorius. Since then, as they say, they adhere to the 
Divine Scriptures, the statement [of our case] against them 
causes us no labour. For never has any of the prophets nor of. 
the angels been seen to make use of the prosdpon of God in his 
own prosVpon ; but our Lord Chizist said: 7 and God are one} 
and whoever sees me has seen Goa and that which God has 
aone, that I also do, as he,” and as Goda\kas life in his hypostasls 
and gives life to whom he will, I also, even I, give life to whom 
7 wwill,* / and If ye believe not en me, believe at least in my works, 
because I and God are one.” None further of the prophets nor 
of the angels dared to say these things ; but, whatsoever they 
Said or did, [they said] the Lord said, and not © God or they '; 
and all that they said or did, | they said4| that by their means 
God said [it]; they also said that God WF s the prophets 


1 Sc. eavOpwnyors. * Sec, evnvOpwnyoev. 3 See Jn. 
$ Jn. xiv. 9. 5 Jn. v. 17, 36; Xx. 37-8. 


s Jn. v. 26. Note that Nestorius, like the writer of the Peshitta version, 
uses *in his Aypostasts * for tv tovrg. 7 Jn. x. 38, 30. 
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and as the angels. And wherein he took the sc/A#ma of a man 
or of fire, it is said that God appeared or that one saw God ; 
and in another place, that God gave the law," and again : by 
means of the angels the law was given.* They are not lies nor 
further are they contradictory one to another ; it is not that 
he calls the angels God nor again that an angel calls himself 
God ; but, because he appeared by means of the angels, both 
are truly said, both that God appeared by means of the angels 
in the fire of a bush and that by means of it God appeared 
unto him.” 


57. Concerning this : that according to the Divine Scriptures 
we have learned to confess Christ God by nature and Man by 
nature. 

Since then he called himself by the two [names], both the 
Apostles and the Evangelists say also that he exists in the two : 
ſhe is] both God by whom everything comes about, and he 
came into the world, and he made the world, and he was not 
received by his servants, and to those / who received him and 
believed in his name he gave * authority to become the sons of 
God, and he became flesh and sojourned among us,* he and none | 
other. And since he became |flesh| and sojourned among us, ql | 
he has drawn to himself the very flesh for | the purpose of] the 

adoption as for his own pros9po0n, which is in both of them, in | 
that on the one hand [there is] the oz5:@ of God, but on the l | 
, other the flesh by the union and the adoption; in such wise [810 
| 
| 


that the flesh, which is flesh by nature, is also Son by the 
union and the adoption of the pros/porn ; although he exists in 
both of them, yet he is called one Son and one flech. And 
consequently the only begotten Son of God and the Son of 
man, the same | formed] of both of them, is predicated in both 
of them, because he has made the things of their pros9pa "TIM! 
his own prosdpon and is therefore acknowledged as his own 
prosipon by the one as by the other ; and he speaks with them 
now by virtue of the divinity and now by virtue of the humanity 
and now by virtue of both of them ; as also the humanity used 
to speak now by virtue of the oz57@ of the humanity and now 


—— vas. 2” "IEEE: 


1 Ex, xxxi, 18. ? Gal. iii. 19. 3 Ex. iii. 2. 
* See crit, n., P. 399. 5 Cp. Jn. i. 3, 11, 12. 14. þ 
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by the pros&por of the divinity : on this account he both is the 
Son of God and the Son of man and has so spoken.! 


58. That as also God the Word ts conceived to have become 


flesh and the flesh is one, and there are not two fleshes, so also 


the flesh is Son and there are not two Sons. 

/ Is it not as if the Word were Son only in so far as he became 
flesh? Since he took the flesh in his own pros/0r, he became 
flesh andthe flesh was God because of the prosdpon of the 
Word, in-such wise that God the Word is said to be flesh 
and man, while the flesh is called the Son of God. For until 
he took the flesh in his own pros0por and was revealed there- 
in, he was called Son on account of the divinity : 2 he 
beginning was the Word and the Word was with God, and the 
Word was God ; everything came into being through him, and 
without him also nothing whatever came into being.* But 
since he became flesh in taking the flesh, he was named after 
both of them in both of them,” but as though he were one in 
both of them, not [in both] in nature, but in the one indeed in 
nature but in the other in pros9por by adoption as well as by 
revelation. The Son was revealed in flesh, being similar to his 
Father: / and my Father are one, he says in a manner demon- 
strative of his own pros%0n., He who was seen speaks from 
him who was conceived as from his own pros9pon, as though 
he were one and possessed the same pros9p0n. Through one 
is the other conceived, and he who is conceived discourses by 
him who was seen as by the very pros9porn of him who was 
seen. Lf you do not believe on me, believe in my works, because 
[ and the Father are one.* / And all such things as these which 
have been said originally of the oxs:@ [are to be said] accord- 
ingly also to speak and to understand and to operate in the 
very same way in the pros0por as by adoption. For they are 
not far removed either in operation or in word or in 95:4 ; nor 
are the things which are to be distinguished the one from the 
other in the pros/pon distinct in love, for they are conceived of 
his pros0pon in the love and the will of God in that he took the 
flesh ; and therein he was revealed and therein he taught, and 


3 Cp. p. 86, na. 1. 2 Jn. i. 1,3. 
3 Omitted in S. and C. « Jn. x. 38. 
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therein and by means thereof he acts as though present and 
not as though absent. Of his own pros00u he made use in 
the flesh, in that he wished that he should become flesh and 
that the flesh should become himself, so that those who see the 
flesh [sce] also God, as his own body is in the bread and those 
who see the bread [see] also the body, because he has taken it 
for his pros6pon. He who is the similitude of God has taken the 
pros9pon of the flesh, the likeness of a servant, and he has given 
unto him, unto the likeness of the servant | which is] his like- 
ness, a name which is more excellent than all names, that is 
* Son ', at which every knee Shall bow which is in heaven and in 
earth, and which is beneath the earth." And consequently there 
must be two natures, that of the divinity and that of the 
humanity, that which has emptied itself into the likeness of 
a servant and the likeness of a servant which has been raised 
into he name which is above all names. For he who does not 
remain in his own 0z5:@ can neither / be emptied nor diminished 


. nor even raised above all names. Therefore has he said *© the 


likeness * and © the name ' which it has taken, which indicates 
a pros0pon as of one; and this same name and pros/pon make 
the two of them to be understood ; and the distinction of 
nature, one 4ypostasis and one pros9pon,* is theirs, the one being 
known by the other and the other by the one, so that the one 
is by adoption what the other is by nature and the other is 
with the one in the body. As a king and a lord, who has 
taken the pros9pon of a servant as his own prozpor and gives 
his pros9p0n to the servant and makes known that he is the 
other and the other he, is content to be abased in the pros9por 
of the servant while the servant is revered in the pros9po0r of the 
lord and king, and for this reason, even though I should not 
have said the one for the other nor the other for the one, it is 80 
with both of them who are one and possess the same prospor 
—[80] are these things in regard to the two natures which are 
distinct in ows:a but are united by love and in the same 


pros0pon. 
539. Concerning this: that the adoption and the indwelling 


1 Phil. ii. 9-10. 
Ky This presumably means that each nature has its own hypostasts and prosipon, 
(So Nau.) 
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ought to be accepted as the will of God and that we ought not to 
avoid a name as though that which is profane were said in con- 
Sequence of the homonymy.' 

For although the humanity of ours * bears / as mediator the 
pros6pon only of God by adoption as well as by the indwelling 
of the ov5ia and not only by the indwelling of divinity, yet this 
indwelling is such as to result in one pros9porn, which is the 
=ame for him who is revealed as for him who is to be revealed, 
For the [words] He is and He dwelt are of necessity to be 
confessed and interpreted * by us according to the will of God. 
God indeed is in all creatures; for in him we are and thereby 
is it defined that, although thus he is verily in all, he is said to 
have dwelt in some men ; but in regard to others it is even 
Said that he is not their God. And it is not said that he 
dwelt in all men in like manner, but according to his love; in 
some of us it is said that he only dwelt in a composition * as 
in a house, as in the believers, while in others, although he is 
acting, yet [he acts] not in like manner but to a greater or 
less degree; in others as in all the apostles and in others as in 
the prophets and in others as in teachers and in others accord- 
ing to, the division of gifts. - In this one and in that and in 
another he dwells, and he acts also in all; and all of them are 
not equal to all nor like one another, but [all are] according to 
the love of him who dwells in them. Among them some hold 
the first place and others of them the second [rank] and in 
gradually descending order are they attached and joined one 
to another, in the same way as are the limbs / in the body. 
But Chris ts the head of all ® and in him are we bound together ; 
but also God is the head of Christ, for whom, as he is for us 
the head and the prosWpon, is God so also his head and his 
pros0pon in® his incarnation.” Therefore we have received 


1 In this section Nestorius shows clearly that he is aware that in using words 
like *adoption” and *indwelling” he is in danger of being taken to teach 
psilanthropism, from which he is careful to distinguish his own doctrine. 

2 Syr, * which [is] of us”; om, V. 3 Literally : © judged”, 


* Syr. m&habhd, © composition *, which is thought by Nau to be perhaps a 
rendering of the Gk. xaraoxevy. Bedjan marks the word as doubtful in 
his text. 

$ Col. i. 18. 6 Syr. *and”, See crit, n,, P. 399. 7 Sc. 0aprwots, 


ST TELEED 
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from him to become the sons of God, in that he is the only 
begotten Son ; $0 that his flesh becomes that which also is the 
Son of God and of the Father so as to become the image of 
the Father, [being] the Son of the Father whose is the image ; 
because this same is the pros/por of the Son, it is he and none 
other which [exists] in the two o5:as and is not distinguished. 


60. Concerning this : that we $hould not thus think of the 
Archetype as also of images or as of angels or as of ambassadors 
who take the place * of him who tis absent, but | that we Should 
think) that k+ has been united to the body by has own nature 
and by tis pros0pon and that he has become incarnate * in their 
making use of the body in its own pros0pon and the body's 
[making use| of the pros0opon of God the Word. 

God * is not indeed among the things which are represented 
in effigy * for there things can be said to exist only in the 
visible shape, by visible shape and by likeness while far distant 
from the 05:4, nor again as angels or ambassadors who take 
the place * of those who send them and are thereby their 
prosdpe in virtue of service and mere authority, / but he him- 
Self has made use of his very [own] nature and his pros0por in 
saying that *I and the Father are one ',* and he is whatever he 
is in Pros9pon and whatever he is in pros0por he is, not that he 
made his likeness in another likeness but in his own likeness, 
nor in any other likeness like unto the likeness of a servant but 
in the very natural likeness of the other, so that the one became 
what the other was and the other that which the one was, both 
the one and the other remaining. 

61. Concerning this: that through the nature of man he 
recerved a name which is more excellent than all names. 

This in fact is the chief greatness of the nature of humanity : 
that, since he remains in the nature of humanity, he accepts 
a name which is more excellent than all names ; * neither in 
consequence of moral progress * nor in consequence of know- 


1 Literally : * fill the pros6pon *. 2 Sc. env0pwnyoev. 
* 2.e. in the Incarnation. 4 Syr. yignd = Gk. elrav, 
5 Literally : * fill the prosJpa ”. 6 Jn. x. 30. 7 Phil. ii. 9 (P.). 


* The Syr. dirdghd ddiibhare” means literally *the gradual progressof manners” 
or * manner of life'; the word diragh# here translated * progress* probably 
represents the Gk. npoxomy. 
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ledge and faith, but therein * by virtue of his readiness to 
accept [it] has it come about that it should become his eih% 
and his pros&pon in such wise that his pros9pon is also the 
Pros0pon of the other. And he is both God and man, and the 
likeness of God in condescension and in ktends:rs and in s$chte&ma, 
[and] the likeness of the flesh as man; and the man is by 
exaltation what God is, through the name which is above all 
names. Consequently in the tends:s he humbled himself uo 
death, even death / upon the cross,* in that he made uge of the 
prosdpon of him who died and was crucified as his own pros/pon, 
and in his own pros9pon he made use of the things which 
appertained unto him who died and was crucified and was 
exalted. And therefore | this] is said as of the one pros/por of 
Christ, and the former things and the latter are each thus 
different, in nature, as the divine nature is different from the 
nature of man ; so that Christ is two natures, the likeness of 
God and the likeness of a servant, that which has been exalted 
and that which exalts. If also he is called Christ because of 
the flesh which has been anointed, there is one pros9pon of the 
two natures, because also there is only one name which is more 
excellent than all names, [one for] both of them, if the divine 
nature is meant; for the names of the natural pros9pa are 
common in the condescension and in the exaltation. 


52. Concerning this : that the dispensation for our sake ought 
to have taken place by both of them. 

And it was congruous with the dispensation which is for 
our s8ake that both of them should be taken into the pros- 
&pon ; for, because God created the first man in his own 
image and in his likeness and the pros/pa of God the Maker— 
of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit,—-were not 
revealed to us, 80 that we might also know the Creator and 
obtain completely the teaching of the Divine knowledge and 
receive in completeness a complete idea / of the image of God, 
he has renewed all creation in Christ and has made known 
and shown unto us what the Maker is: he who from the 
beginning was the Word with God was also God the Maker 


t Viz, the humanity. 2? Phil. ii. 8 (P.). 
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Nh 1 
of all ; everything came into being through him and without Wii 
him also nothing whatever came into being." if 
63. Concerning this : wherefore God the Word built for | | 
himself the temple of the body. y | 
Even as it must have been fitting that our renewal also | 


we” © 4 


Should take place through the Maker of [our] nature, through | 
him who also originally formed us and made us from the | 
earth, he who took the body and made it in his likeness and 4'I' 
constituted it in his pros9por in everything as his own in the : 


honour and glory of God, made use of the nature of the | | 
Divinity on the one hand and of the pros%por of the Son on | 
the other. For the honour of the Father and of the Son is 
one in such wise that those who honour the Father honour | 
also the Son. He then has taught us that he who has created 
everything is God and that he created [it] with the Father 
and the Holy Spirit;* for in him he lived, showing the 
natural union, [to wit] that the Father is | Father| of the Son 
and that the Father is in the Son and that the Holy Spirit 
lives in them. And he created the body in a new manner 
[other] than from a man and a woman, and, since it was an 
act of creation, he tells of that which is to be created and of 
him who creates: 7he Holy Spirit will come and the power of 
the Most Fligh shall overshadow | thee |/ —denoting the Creator. 
Therefore he who Shall be born shall be called the son of God® 
—that is the Holy One who is to be created ; so that in the 
creation he calls [him | * holy ' and * Son ', denoting the image 
and the likeness which the first man received in the Creation 
and which he kept not. For, as the image of God, he ought 
to have kept himself for God without spot and without 
blemish, and that by willing what God wills, since he had the 
Prosdpon of God, For [to have] the prospon of God is to 
will what God wills, whose pros/p0r he has.* Consequently 
the gecond man was created by the Holy Spirit and the power 

: Jn. i. a(P.). 2 See crit. n., P. 399. 3 Luke i. 35. 

* If this were a definition of what it is to have the prosopon of God, it would 
lay Nestorius open to the charge of being a Nestorian. But that it is not is 
made clear by p. 62, Il. 14-16. This sentence therefore merely states that 
willing the same things as God is implied in having the prosgpon of God, Cp. 
PP- 70, 163. 
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of the Most High and he has received from him to be holy 
and the Sor of God. 


64. Concerning this : that he" has received to become © Son ' 
from | the moment of | his formation and not by degrees. 

[In that he has received the title to be * holy”] not as the 
rest of mankind by virtue of obedience in faith and in works, 
but from [the moment of] coming into being by the creation 
of the Creator, he has received his pros/pon as something 
created, in such wise as not originally to be man but at the 
same time Man-God by the incarnation * of God who in him 
is what God was in the first man.* He indeed was the Maker 
of all, the law-giver, without king,* the glory, the honour and 
the power ; he was also the second / man with qualities com- 
plete and whole, so that God was his prosporn while he was 
in God. 


65. Concerning this: how, in that he has not the prosOpon 
of his being, the pros0pon in the union ought to be under- 
Stood.” | 

As Gr. appeared and spoke unto Adam in scA&ma, and as 
it was none other, so will God be [seen] of all men in the 
natural sc-/4na which has been created, that is, that of the 
flesh, appearing and speaking in his own image and the image 
in the Archetype. So that on the one hand God appeared 
in the image, since he is not visible, on the other hand the 
image is conceived as representing him who appeared not. 
For it is not [the fact] that the image is his being, but that on 
the other hand the very image and pros/por | are] the humanity 
of the divinity and the divinity of the humanity. The pros9pon of 
him who is conceived, who was in the likeness and in the s$imilt- 
trade of God® took the likeness of a servant and in schEema was 


| Sc, the man Jesus. 2 Sc, evav9pwnyos. 

5 For Nestorius' teaching on the relation of Christ to Adam $see Loofs, 
Nestoriana, pp. 256-8, and Labbe (Mansi), iv. 1349 E-1351 Cc. 

* See Crit. n., P. 399- . 

® In this section Nestorius develops the idea that the Incarnation took place 
for the purpose of revelation, an idea very prominent in his thought. Cp. p. 34) 
n. 1, and references there. The section is also an important one for the deter- 
mination of the meaning of prosdpon. 

8 Phil, ii. 6. 
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found as a man ' in him who appeared. And he who appeared 
[is considered] as representing him who is conceived as touch- 
ing the pros9pon and the name which is above all names and 
honour and glory and adoration. For ke gave unto him a name 
which is more excellent than all names, that at the name of 
Jesus every knee should bow which ts in heaven and on the earth 
and which ts beneath the earth, and every tongue should confess \d$. 
that Jesus is the Lord? [as it is] narrated. / 23J | 


66, How the flesh is adored in the prosopon of the Son and } 
how, Since it is in nothing worthy of that adoration, it is adored h | i 
in the pros0pon of God the Word. HIRE 

Man indeed is known by the human pros9por, that is, by 
the scA&ma of the body and by the likeness, but God by the UT 
name which is more excellent than all names and by the 
adoration of all creation and by the confession [of him] as God. | 
For thereby has he taken the likeness of a servant and has 
given his likeness to the likeness of the servant, that it might 

| be equal with God, and that, as he has accepted it for himself 
to be his own pros9pon, no one might refuse to him on account 
of [his] nature the adoration of the Divinity in heaven and on 
earth and beneath the earth and [the confession] by every 
tongue, although by nature it is above all human nature. | 
Who then would refuse him the adoration which belongs to 
the Lord of all and which belongs to his own prosvpon 
and his name? And who again refuses to prostrate him- 
self before that before which formerly the Creator of all | 
refused not ® to prostrate himself? And he prostrated himself | 
to such a degree that his own creation in its nature was not 
in honour nor in glory but in contempt and in abasement 
and in all humiliation unto death upon the cross; he 
humiliated himself unto death, even death upon the cross ; 
there is nothing more scorned than death. It was not | 
wrought / in the same manner as in Adam, to whom he gave BEEN || 
his image in all glory and honour ; for 4e 5ubjected everything 
under his feet.* In the same way also he gave to the Second | 
; Man his image of glory both in honour and in power. But 1 


1 Phil. ii. 7, ? Phil. ii. 9-11 (P.). 'F 
5 The negative is omitted in the Syriac text. See p. xiv,n. 3. © Ps. viii, 6. F 
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all these things came to pass in the opposite way ; he surely 
gave the image of God and he surely took the likeness of 
a servant in fros0pon . . .! 


67. Wherefore, in taking the likeness of a Servant, he took 
not that which was honourable but rather that which was 
contemptible. 

And consequently he took the likeness of a servant, a 
humble likeness, a likeness which had lost the likeness of God, 
not for honour nor for glory nor for adoration nor again for 
authority, although indeed he was the Son, but for the obedi- 
ence which it should observe in the prospon of the Son 
according to the purpose of God ; since it had the purpose of 
the latter and not its own nor anything that it wished, but 
that which God the Word wished. For this is the likeness of 
(0d, to have neither purpose nor will of its own / but that of 
him whose pro50p0r and likeness it has.* And therefore the 
likeness of God took the likeness of a servant, without con- 
cealing aught of the humiliation of the likeness of a servant; 
but all these things it took, in order that the likeness 
might be in all of them in such wise that it might do $0 with- 
out diminution in its own likeness. 


68. Why he took voluntary obedience in the likeness of 
a servant and did not exhibit a mechanical | obedience] without 
volition. 

Because in fact he took this [likeness] in order to abolish 
the guilt of the first man and in order to give to his nature 
the former image which he had lost through his guilt, 
rightly he took that which had proved itself guilty and had 
been made captive and had been subjected to servitude, 
with all the bonds of scorn and contempt. Apart from his 
own pros0pon there was nothing divine or appertaining to 
honour or to authority. As a $son, as long as he is young, 
possesses not the authority to inherit or be master of any- 
thing, except by obedience, $0 also the likeness of a servant 
which he took for his own pros9pon he accepted as the 


t Only isolated words and letters have been preserved in the next five lines 
Of the Syriac text. 
2 SEC P. 59, N. 4- 
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likeness of a servant, not for authority but for obedience, even 
all that obedience from which especially is born the obedience 
which is sinless, and he appeared / truly sinless. When then 
anyone is freed from all the causes from which disobedience 
comes into being, then obviously and without doubt it appears 
that he is sinless. For this [cause] also he took a nature 
which had sinned, lest in taking a nature which was not 
subject unto sins he should be supposed not to have sinned 
on account of the nature and not on account of his obedience, ] 
But, although he had all those things which appertain unto our fs | ; 
nature, anger and concupiscence and thoughts, and although if] 
also they increased with the progress and increase of every "1 
age [in his life], he stood firm in thoughts of obedience." | 


69. Wherefore he accepted not obedience in some command- i 
ments, as Adam, but accepted all the commandments and not | 
Single ones. 

Now in all the primary commandments his inclination | was] 
towards obedience, but not in the others, in order that it might 
not be supposed that he was able to conquer on account of | 
their easiness ; nor again in obedience made he use of those [ 
wherein there was attraction in honour and power and glory, 
but of those which in misery and poverty and contempt and | 
weakness could offend the thoughts of obedience,* those also | 
wherein there was no attraction to obedience but rather to (8) 
remissness and to negligence, / and in nothing was he helped ; | I 
but for this only was he anxious, to obey God, and he loved | | | 
that which God willed. | wh 

70. Wherefore in the moral life there was no occupation in IE. 
humen affairs on the part of the divinity. 

And therefore, while he was poor in everything and was 
violently drawn away by the opposite, he in nothing deviated 
from the purpose of God, although indeed Satan made use 
of all these things to remove him far from the purpose of HTN 
God. And Satan sought much after this because he 8aw I! 
that none was occupied with him. For also it did not appear #'} | 


is a modern statement of a position remarkably similar to that of Nestorius in 


1 In Du Bose, The Soteriology of the New Testament, chaps. xiii and xiv, there 
this section. Cp. below, pp. 72, n. 6; 75, n. 1. 2 See Crit. n., P. 399. 
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that from the beginning he wrought signs nor again that he 
had authority to teach, but only to obey and to keep all 
the commandments. As he moved among all men, where 
all the commandments surrounded him on all sides and 
showed him the strength of disobedience, he comported him- 
elf valiantly in the midst of them all, in that he used nothing 
Special or extraordinary for his support, but he made use, as 
all men, of those very things which are common $0 that it 
Should not be supposed that through observance of these 
things he was preserved from sin and that without them he 
could not be preserved. Consequently in eating and drinking 
he observed all the commandments and, in whatsoever there 
was pain and vexation, he was firm / in his thoughts, because 
his will was bound to the will of God and there was nothing 
to draw him away and make him distinct from him. For 
he was living not for himself but for him whose pros9p0r he 
was, and he kept the pro59p0ru without blemish and without 
scar and thereby gave victory to the nature. 


71. Wherefore he accepted the baptism of John after he had 
Shown himself sinless. 

Because he had fulfilled obedience in every thing, he 
accepted the baptism of John as [some thing] supreme,!' after 
the likeness of all men; and although indeed he had no 
need, since he was sinless, by reason of the greatness of his 
obedience he accepted it as one in need. For it belonged 
to supreme obedience that he should be not as befitted his 
honour and his glory but as owing obedience to a com- 
mander ; and, more than this, not only that he should allow 
him to baptize [him] but also that he should be baptized 
by him as one who is guilty and requiring to be justified and 
in need of absolution. For this was universal obedience, to 
ask for and exact nothing in his own pros&pon but in that 
of him whose was the pros/pon, and to prepare his will ; for 
the prosopon was properly his own and he considered his 
pros0pon as his own pros0pon ; and the prosdpon is one.* There- 


i Syr. richayd = (Payne-Smith) eximins, froecpuus, praestans, optimus, 
ropuwraros, npwrevaw, drxptraros (in dixporiry avon), pretiosus. 

? Bethune-Baker discusses the references of the pronouns in this passage in 
Nestorins and his Teaching, p. 126. 
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fore the Father has declared it from on high, saying : / Thor 
art my beloved Son, in Thee I am well-pleased;" and the 
Holy Spirit came down in the likeness of a dove and remained 
upon him, and he says not that the Son came down, because 
it was the Son who possessed his prosdpon and mace the 
things which were his his own #rospon without becoming 
distinguished from him. Therefore he is one even in the birth 
of the flesh.* 7he Holy Spirit shall come and the power of 
the Most High Shall overshadow thee therefore also the Holy 
One who $hall be born of thee shall be called the son of God ; * 
and he said not at all that the Son should come, because he 
who has taken him in his pros9p0r is no other, but the same 
as he who has given him the dispensation * which is on behalf | 
of all of us, for those reasons which we have said before. . 


72. Wherefore he made his manner of life with all men 
and afterwards was led to the wilderness. 

. Because it was thought that he was more than all an observer 
of the commandments, on account of his manner of life among 
all men, and because if in many things he was left alone, [it 
might have been] easy [to fight] against him, where there 
was nothing whereby he could be helped, he went forth 
alone into the wilderness to be tempted of the devil, while 
poor in all the things of the world, even in that which is con- | 
sidered a burden and a distress. And [because of this] removal "m8. 
far from every thing / he attained to the utmost supremacy f [1 | 
to which bodily power could be raised, and instead of vehe- | 
ment assaults from the concupiscence of the soul, he was | | 
bo ind by the things of God as though without bodily frame, | 
since he was not busied with his body as though it were his 
own but [as if he were] apart from it. For this appertains | 
only to the image of God and to him who preserves the image 1108 


| Matt. iii. 17. | | 
? This unity * i: the birth of the flesh' must surely be something more than 
the union with a man /rom the moment of birth commonly associated with | 
Nestorianism. FW TLONTY 
3 Luke i. 35. | 
4 Here mpharnsanith? (formed from the Gk. npovoos), elsewhere rendered LTD NI 
© providence ' and not, as usually in this work, mdhabhranithd = * economy *, | 4 
* dispensation”. | 
2775 F | | 
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of God, to will the same as God the Father; and because 
there was nothing else in all that the devil said, he put him 
to shame as one who $stood apart from the will of God. He 
raised up his very soul unto God, conforming that which was 
according to his will to the will of God in order that he might 
be the image only of the Archetype, and not of his being ; 
for the image according to its [own] being is without likeness 
and its own proper likeness is that of the Archetype, and 
they are indeed two, but it is one and the same appearance. 
Since in actions in bodily things he has preserved the likeness 
of God from all the sufferings of the body, it was preferable 
to him that the will of God = be done and not that of 
the flesh; and in actions he made himself a likeness to will 
that which he wills, that there might be one and the same will 
in both of them, and one pros%pon without division ; the one is 
the otiier and the other is the one, while the other and the one 
remain. As he remained firm in all things, / in temptations 
of body and soul, in cities and in the wilderness, there was no 
distinction in his observance and in his obedience. 


73. Concerning this: that, when he preached unto us the 
kingdom of heaven, he received | this| honour, victory * without 
SI. | 

As then to him who has conquered and been victorious in 
all things there has been given in return for the honour of his 
victory authority to preach and to announce the hope of the 
kingdom of heaven, saying: Be of good cheer; I have con- 
quered the world ; * now ts the judgement of this world, now ts 
the prince of this world condemned, and 1, when [ shall be 
raised up from the earth, shall draw all men toward me ; * 
and whatsoever the Son ts, by fear and the Suffering which 
he has borne he has learnt obedience and has been perfected and 
has become unto all those who obey him a cause of life in the 
world to come.* And he was sent to teach all men and to 
work signs and wonders and healings with all other things. 
Not to delight himself in and be zealous for obedience, but 


1 From the next section it is clear that the victory was that of the 


Temptation. 
# Jn. xvi. 33 (P.). * Jn. xii. 31-2. * Heb. v. 8-9. 
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with a view to the faith of those who were being taught, he 
made use of all these things with a view to the obedience of 
the disciples; for until the time of his victory he was striving 
to make firm in God the image which had been given unto 
him. But because he stablished his own image in all tempta- 
tions perfectly and without failing / and without falling short 
in anything, he comported himself on our behalf, being 
zealous to rescue us captives from the violence of the tyrant 
and to draw us towards him and to make all of us the sons 
of his own kingdom, the associates and the heirs and the sons 
of God. For the defeat of the tyrant was being [accomplished] 
without pity, when he threw him down openly from his 
primacy and, after he had thrown him down, he took from 
him also his might; and when he had taken it from him, 
his own victory sufficed him not, but it must henceforth be 


also ours for which sake he strove; and those who are obedient 


unto him he then brings unto him voluntarily and not by 
force, and those who come he persuades of their own will to 
part from him* and not of their own will to become his 
. . » .* disciples—and what $hall I say? enemy? well then, of 
the enemy. 


74. Concerning this : that, after the victory and after it was 
Said of him : © He is my Son”, he began other hard battles on 
our behalf. 

Therefore, after his victory in every thing and [after] it 
was said from heaven: 7his 7s my beloved Son,* he again 
began other battles . . . .* the supremacy and the teaching 
and the working of miracles with authority. Further he 
comported himself with sublime obedience / in our things, 
that is, in things human and weak, in such wise that he 
possessed not any authority or superiority ; he was persecuted 
and beaten and fearful [with] the fear that terrifies all men ; 
and he had not as the birds and as the beasts a place to lay 
his head.* He went from place to place and was bruised and 
constrained in every way, for the sake of our obedience. He 
was not constrained by any one, but he fulfilled [everything] 


1 Vis. the devil. 2 There is here a Short lacuna in the text. 
* Matt, iii. 17 (P.). * Cp. Matt. viii. 20. 
F32 
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and taught with all zeal, and he endured all temptations for 
the sake of instruction ; and from wheresoever he was driven 
out, he was driven toward those to whom his gospel was not 
yet preached,” so that that for which he was zealous was 
accomplished by the zeal of his enemies, who foresaw not the 
issue of their work but who looked to hinder him by opposition 
and works full of contempt and scorn and fear unto death. 
And aſter his victory and after the choice of God that his is 
my beloved Son in whom 7 am well-pleased,* after he had 
received the authority of the Gospel, after it was revealed 
that by his authority he was working the divine works, after 
he had said / and my Father are one,” he was with all this 
weekness and contempt in human things, whose burden he 
could not endure / by reason of their weight but which 
on the contrary were a grief unto him and a negation of 
grace. And $so then there were many things also which 
hindered him from preaching the Gospel; and hence also 
there arose, [claiming to speak] on behalf of God, accusers of 
him as one who was a -cause of disobedience,* and they 
brought him into contempt and weakness, 

75. Concerning this : that he made use of Supreme * obedience 
itself as of a Supreme honour s0 that Christ became also truly 
man and rejected it no! as contemptible. 

For for all men contempt which comes after honour is 
accounted contemptible; but for Christ, who was in the 
flesh, it is the contrary. And he possessed as a Supreme 
honour obedience unto death, even death upon the cross,* and 
he showed unto Satan and unto every principality and unto 
every authority that the cause of honour is rather obedience 
abounding and not disobedience unto God, whereby Satan 
suffered, when he was equal in nature and in honour but en- 
dured not the obedience of men, in that he was judging: honour 
and contempt by the distinction between his own nature and 


1 The Syriac word corresponds to the Gk. eoyytaore:. 
* Matt. iii. 17 (P.). * Jn. x. go {P.). 


* This passage is obscure, but possibly refers to sach charges as casting out 
devils through B=elzebub ; threatening the Temple; and blasphemy. Cp. 
Nark iii. 29; xiv. 56-64. 

$ V:; human. * Phil. ii. 8. 


#8 A) < R$: 1 4 Ly ” = e< =— we ”- 
LD ERRPENLODG,  +Q& LAGCrondon rPes3s; 19259 nm mms mh 
OT TOE IO EE yep heel er, Dee eee Ee et et ne ee ee ee. WE ES | 
- CY 4 * 4 far , 


TY” 54 WW bs G KELIS BEE oe 
— 


j —102] * Obeatence unto death” 69 


[that] of men and thought that this obedience was not due 
unto God. On account of this love of glory he cast down 
Adam also into suffering in persuading him not / to obey 
God. And Adam chose not to show gratitude [unto God] 
nor to be obedient in any thing ; but, because he was made 
like unto his own image, when he was forbidden to eat of one 
tree, he suffered in that which was not worthy to be called 
a Suffering and acted against the commandment of God and 
regarded God as jealous. On account of all these things God 
made the second Adam worthy of all this honour for having 
practised all obedience; he granted him an honour above 
which there was nothing, even as there was nothing surpassing 
[his] obedience ; he accounted himself as nothing, except to 
become conformed to the will of God, to become as (rod 
willed that he should become. 


76. Wherefore he wrought the incarnation through is own 
pros6pon 50 that he also became incarnate." 

' Consequently alsvo God became incarnate! in the man 
through his own pros%pon and made his prospon his own 
fprosdpon. And there is no condescension comparable unto 
this, that the prospor of the man should become his own and 
that he should give him his prosiporn. And therefore he 
made use of his pros/þon, in that he took it for him{self]; but 
he took it in order to make it not honourable but contemptible, 
that he might show to whoever wished to serve [God|} that 
all / greatness grows great by condescension and not in exalt- 
ing itself, [that] » hat he took the likeness of a Servant, he 
has been found in sch&ma as a man.* The likeness of this 
Servant gerved him altogether as he wished ; but he wished [it 
to be] according to what appertained to the nature, not only 
that he should obey his own pros&pon for himself,'so that there 
might be no doubt concerning him, that he is the Son of God, 
but also that he might comport himself on our behalf and die 
for our salvation : on our behalf, then, not as though we were 
just or good—-for therein there would have been an attraction 
for anyone to die for those who are s0—but for the unjust : for 


1 Sc. tvar8pwryrs and cognate words. * Phil. ii. 7. 
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hardly would anyone die for the impious, but for the good some- 
one perhaps would dare to ate." Because then he condescended 
in every thing inscrutably with an incomparable condescension, 
there was further demonstrated one purpose, one will, one 
intelligence, indistinguishable and indivisible as in orie. So also 
in manliness and in authority and in ordering of life and in 
judgement, as in all things, he was associated with God indi- 
visibly as if each thing were in one by the distinguishing and 
by the choice of them both, so that he possessed nothing 
human of his own in human things, but the will of God 
became his own will, when he was made firm in the actions 
and sufferings of the nature.* Thus also, in things divine, 
nothing is his own apart from the human humiliation ; but, 
while remaining God in all things, [he is] that which the man 
was by his nature in sufferings, even in impassibility. In the 
| Same way as he made use of the likeness of a servant in the 
| | henosis, 50 in exaltation he participated in the likeness of God, 
| since he is in them both, in the likeness of the servant and in 
| the likeness of God, and possesses the same prospon of 
humiliation and of exaltation.® 


— — TC CO 


77. Concerning this: that the incarnation * has been for the 
education of the whole nature of rational beings. 
| For this reason it was necessary that the incarnation * 
19 of God the Word $should take place for the whole nature 
| of rational beings, that we might learn to participate in his 
| grace, in virtue of which, in that he was lacking in nothing, 
he wrought everything and abhorred not to do aught, even 
| | what is contemptible, and moreover that he might make 
'F man participate in his image, in such wise that every man 
| who is beneath him might not make use of the likeness for 
| pride but for participation in the likeness, and that he might 
do everything according to his might in the sight of God. 


1 Rom. v. 6-7 (P.). 2 See P. 163, n. 2. 

3 At the end of his work Nestorius claims that the Church finally approved 
a doctrine which was what he had always taught : cp. p. 378. It is in passages 
| Such as this that his orthodox intention is most clear. Though he never speaks 
totidem verbis of one persona or one bn6oranos in Christ, he seems to be asserting 
; what that terminology was meant to express. Cp. ſurther pp. 246-9, 312-5. 

* Sc. evarvOpwnyos. 
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78. Concerning this : that Satan, in jealousy towards man, 
wrought everything with a view to m:sleading. 

/ Because then Satan for opposition made use of that which 
was given unto him by God and because he had fallen away 
from the purpose of God, he made use of the image of God 
not as a model and an example befitting God but, through 
Jjealousy towards man, for misieading away from God, and 
he deceived man and made him fall from his image, since 
he observed not the will of God, and he raised him up as 
an enemy and an adversary against God that thereby he 
might reprimand God as unjust for showing toward man a 
good purpose such as this—reprimanding him in that he took 
vengeance on man for his shame and punished him with 
such punishment as was right for what he had done towards 
him. Satan, in fact, because he acted in anger and without 
reflection, forgot that God acts in contrary wise to that 
which he wishes. 

79. Concerning this: that God has Shown the height of its 
bounty and has laid bare the height of the wickedness of Satan. 

For by death God wrought not the destruction of man but 
his consolation and his succour that he might not sin nor 
any more consent to the counsels of the evil one which lead 
to destruction; for also it was not [an occasion] to slander 
(rod but for the increase of his grace. He who accounted 
man worthy of such honour, when he was nothing, reprimanded 
the tyrant for his cunning in planning the overthrow of man, 
/and he shows that he in no wise plans his overthrow but 
to preserve him by his grace and to care for him, in order 
that he may be restored again to that which he was. For 
Satan hoped that after all this love of God towards man, if 
again he should make him transgress the commandment of 
(God, God would be angered by all means to destroy him 
and that he would have no cause to turn and be healed. 
But against those who have sinned and have been accounted 
worthy of salvation and yet have continued in the same sins, 


1 Nestorius apparently follows the legend that when the angels were ordered 
to serve the later creation, man, some of ther fell into jealousy and became his 
enemies, Nan refers to the version in the seventh century Nestorian Patriarch 
George, in Chabot, Synodes Nestoriens (Notices et Extraits xxxvii. 495). 


_— 


by "—_ A <q 6g ntl, bs iD _ -__—— Ea, 


i 


72 THe BazaaR oF HERACLEIDES |. 1. [105- 


as though they had not hitherto been liberated from the 
former punishment, wrath without remission is stirred up 
without there being therefore any cause for salvation. Satan 
then first meditated of himself the things which he planned 
for the destruction of man and he persuaded himself and 
he condemned man to vengeance without leaving him any 
cause for pardon. And, since he! was envenomed by his? 
anger and his jealousy, he understood not by himself the 
grace of God,and as a result, Heing $0 [placed] ..., he destroyed 
not Satan himself, who was the deceiver, but endured his 
wickedness; and by reason of this also God is long-suffering 
as touching men who sin and act impiously against him, 
as though it were another who deceives them; and he is 
long-suffering as touching men's being void of understanding * 
and as touching / the boundless wickedness of the devil against 
them, of hin whose whole motive was to mislead all and 
set all against God, that all our race may be blotted out by 
him, without any one remaining unto it to become an inter- 
cessor for it. And because Satan showed all this supreme 
wickedness, though he had not any cause of wickedness, 
even amid all this wickedness the grace of God appeared, 
and he showed his ineffable grace in doing his good works 
universally unto all men. Because of the height of his 
condescension to him who has been altogether sinful, he 
came in contempt and in scorn and in lowliness and he was 
not ashamed of the scorn for the sake of the advantage. And 
by means of his own #ros%pon he became the pros%on of the 
other and that of God in fulfilling all that appertains unto 
God, that is, the instruction of an instructive condescension. 
For the supreme condescension consisting in* a humanity, 
which seeks not its own but the things of God, has taken 
place for the teaching of humiliation. And he was united 
in one purpose, So that there was not the least room for 
Satan to introduce * disobedience ; * and because there remained 


1 Vis. man. 2 Viz. Satan's. 

3 The Syriac phrase is that used in Prov. ix. 16. 6 Ipr.: *af*. 

5 See crit. n., p. 399. 

s Nestorius here seems to teach that the union in the Incarnation was $0 
close as to exclude the possibility of sin. Cp. p. 62. 
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only death to be [endured] for defeat and victory, he endured 
this also after every thing so as to have wor the victory even 
over it, utterly annihilating it. And two things he wrought 
/ thereby : he defeated Satan and he took away from him all 
hope of disobedience. 


80, Concerning this : that when Christ conquered, his victory 
Sufficed hum not, but he was also pleased to be oppressed for 
us that he might obtain the exaction [of ransom\| for the 
oppression which was for us. 

And since many are brought low by the fear of death, he 
endured unto death and gave a just compensation for us in 
that he exchanged for our death the death which came un- 
justly upon him." Therefore, after he had observed all the 
commandments in such wise as to be exempt from death and 
to receive the choice of victory for us, he yet took upon 
himself this manner of life for the instruction of. those who 
were deceived and he died on our behalf as on the behalf of 
. the deceived. And he brought death into the arena,* since 
it was necessary that it should be abolished ; for he hesitated 
not that his own being should be cast down in death sirice 
he had the hope of its abolition. So also therefore he suffered 
in advance other trials, but not so as to die unjustly without 
exacting [the ransom]. In this very hope he obtained also 
obedience and immeasurable love, not that he might obtain 
victory for himself but that he might secure the exaction 
of our own [ransom] and conquer not only for himself but 
also for all men. In the same way as the defeat / of Adam 
caused the defeat of all men, so also the victory of the former 
made all victorious. 


$1. Concerning this: that God has Shown to all by very 
deeds, that there is no acceptance of persons as touching 
humanity, in that it has suffered in all things. 


1 Literally : *he changed our death into the death which . . . .* Nestorius' 
theology of the Atonement is s0mewhat obscure. He seems here to teach in 
accordance with the line of thought which looks on the death of Christ as a 
ransom paid to the devil. Cp. p. 173. But $see pp. 45 (propitiation), 62-3, 
183, 205, 212 ff. (renewing of fallen human nature), 66-9 (conquest of Satan). 


And cp. pp. 75, n. 1, 84, n. 2. 
* Literally : * into the midst”. 
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And through these two all rational powers have learnt 
that there is no acceptance of persons with God, but the love 
of a just judge. For that reason humanity has conquered 
and Satan has been defeated. And God has magnified his 
victory and given unto him an honour which is more ex- 
cellent than all names; and so all rational powers together 
have wondered even at his victory, kneeling and adoring the 
very name which has been given, which has been justly given 
unto him, and” every tongue confesses the just dispensation 
which has taken place on behalf of all, whereby he has made 
peace and concord to reign over the earth, even he who in all 
his actions brings them nigh [unto himself] by persuasion 
and not by force. 

82. Wherefore he accepted for himself to become incarnate." 

Now God indeed perfected the dispensation, nor came 
it about by means of any other lest, when he fell into such 
contempt and weakness, his commandment $should be con- 
sidered worthy of scorn and further lest jealousy should 
Straightway be aroused against man, But he received in his 
being him/ who could endure every thing, and he raised up 
as witnesses of the humiliation of his humanity angels who 
Should strengthen him, that none might say that it was 
Suffering without suffering, since he strengthened it that it 
might not suffer, and therefore it had no reason not to obey. 
For everything whatsoever could without doubt be conceived 
or said concerning him and what he knew that people said 
concerning him —though they could not ay it either because 
they feared or because they were obedient—that he did that 
he might leave no single cause of doubt; for they were not 
convinced of this mystery, but it was hidden even from 
principalities and authorities and from all powers and it was 
revealed unto them as a matter of knowledge * and all of 
thera confessed, after this explanation, the design which has 
done away with all designs and conquered them, And he. 
has shown that his incarnation * was a universal dispensation 
for all those who have been accounted equal with him in one 

1 Sc. tvardponnou. ? Syr.: (as?) if in knowledge." 
5 Sc. evavOpwnyos. 
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purpose and in one persuasion, to stand against the enemy 
of them all, whom he has driven out and whose authority 
he has suppressed, 80 that there is no more place for his 
deception and for his jealousy. 


83 For what cause, when he defeated and convicted Satan, 
who is the enemy of all, he did not destroy him but allowed him 
again to act." 

/ And he continues to deceive that it may be made maniſest 
for his own condemnation and that of those who are persuaded 
by him, though he has no more $such strength for his 
deception ; and for the sake of the victory of those who are 
not persuaded by him; for none will be crowned unless he 
Strives lawfully.* Therefore after the victory and after the 
bringing to nought of death Christ has remained [sharing] 
in the [same] state of life—a state of life which was brought 
to nought in Christ—in order that those who are in Christ 
might comport themselves after the likeness of Christ, not 
only by the grace of the Resurrection but also by the works 
and manner of life of each one of them; for the former is 
universal but the latter individual. And, that it might not 
be thought that the construction of the nature of Christ 
was unique and distinct, that it was constructed to be without 
sin and for that reason conquered, he brought it about that 
he should be conquered by many myriads, in our own nature 
in the state of life in which Christ [conquered], by those who 
keep the exact commandments in such wise that according 
to the law they comport themselves in the body almost after 
a manner of life without bodily frame; and in times of 
distress and afflictions and in all frailty they endure the 
provocations and the excitements of nature together with 
violent assaults from without. And thus they have conquered 
in all things, 80 that the increase of the defeat of Satan 

1 Three points of importance in Nestorius' theology of the Atonement Seem 
here to emerge : (i) the universality of God's grace in atonement, (ii) the need 
of its individual appropriation by men, and (iii) the reality of Christ's moral 
Struggle as man. Again his teaching is almost exactly reproduced in Du Bose, 
The Soteriology of the New Testament. See especially chaps. vi and xiii-xix in 


that work, and cp. above, pp. 63, N. I, 73, N. I. 
* 2 Tim. ii. 5. 
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becomes an increase | in the observance] of the commandments, 
while the latter thought that the fall of men would become 
much easier by an identical * manner of hfe. 

/ 84. For what reason Satan attained unto all this exaltation 
$0 as to rise up openly agains! God and make himself equal with 
God. 

And therefore, as he ran to and fro, his defeat became great ; 
and then in consequence of this he increases his wickedness 
and reveals it and displays an unbounded audacity in rising up 
openly against God and making himself comparable with God 
and likening himself unto his incarnation,* deceiving not through 
anything else nor by anything else than by his own pros9por 
and by a sublime deception. And because Christ had done 
away with the deception as touching their gods and their 
incantations, the former also did away with the things of the 
latter by deceiving. He put under his own pros9pon all things 
appertaining to gods and sects and incantations and other such 
things, of which he is the controller, for the sake of making 
himself great, s0 that he alone might be considered God. For 
he makes use of man as an instrument * which he has drawn 
away and led up to boundless evil, making man even to 
participate in the privation of Divine knowledge, as enemies 
are wont to act; and of necessity and out of rage he does 
these things which shall be utterly undone and abolished 
together with all his primacy. And when it has come to an 
end and he has nothing else to do, it will remain / for him to 
pour forth all his wickedness * and to be revealed to all as 
having fought against his Creator, in return for having made 
him and having given him such might and having allowed 
him to make use of his might, and having endured him when 
he fought with all these things. [But] God gathers together 
all those who would blot out and bring to nought his tyranny. 
For he has then no device which can be devised- against the 
elect of God, since all things have been in all things fulfilled, 
both his deception and his evasion of the commandments, and 
he has been conquered in every thing, in secret and openly, 

' Literally : * exact.” 2 Sc. twarOpwnyos, 3 Syr. *6rginon = opyavov. 

* Cp. Jer. xiv. 16. 
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both as to his persuasiveness and as to ali his force of which 
he has made use in the weakening and humiliation of the 
body. And he acted also in regard to the saints in like 
manner as he acted in regard to Christ, in order by all means j 
to cast them into cruel distresses, but they were not con- | 
quered thereby. But in that he ceased not of himself after 
he was conquered by Christ nor again after he was defeated 
by the saints, Christ brought his primacy to an end by the 
death which unjustly came upon him, and it was utterly 
brought to nought by the death of the saints, which by 
audacity and improperly he brought upon them." And [God] 
made him submit to a just judgement for the sake of us whom 
unjustly he distressed and with whom he combated for our || 
destruction, and because of all his devices and his deceptions 
and every kind of his ingretitude and his arrogance and his | 
tyranny in opposition to God and to his saints. For all the 
time / of the long-suffering of God was given for repentance 
and that he might come to himself and know his folly and his 
boldness in things impossible. | 


85. What thoughts Satan thought against God. 

Though he was able to afflict him passibly and to win him 
over to the exaction of the ransom, he did this not, but let him 
make use of his anger as he willed ; for long-suffering toward | 
those who are envenomed by wickedness works an increase of | 
their wickedness, so that, when they sce it and are accurately 
convinced of it, they do the opposite to those who see it not ; it 
for there is no repressing the increase of what is wicked in 
those who carry out their wishes in opposition to God; for 
either they think concerning the long-suffering of God that, 
because he is unable to cast them down into sufferings, in that 
they possess an immortal nature, he will on this account be 
long-suffering with them, and for this reason they do those | 
things which are contrary to God, or else, although they grant | 
that he is able to do everything, they do those things which | 
are contrary to his will, because, when he wishes it, he will of 
his long-suffering cause them to change from their wickedness. 
Since he wills this, they ris: up against his will, doing this or 

1 "See Þ. 73, Þ. I. 
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that which is contrary / to what he wills. They do not ask to 
kave redemption by him on account of their enmity and their 
infinite boldness, but they embitter him exceedingly so that 
he destroys them, in that they ask neither to be under God 
nor to live. And we $hall see [Satan] condemned by a con- 
demnation apart from men in a just judgement, when he shall 
have neither defence nor [counter-]accusation. For God let 
him do everything that he willed in such wise that there is 
not any cause at all to rescue him ; for he destroyed him not 
indeed in a single moment by caprice nor further did he let 
him go without condemnation. Since in fact God left him no 
single cause of deliverance, for this he prepared himself to be 
by all means beyond repression ; as one then who is the prey 
of jealousy and ambition, he desists not from his jealousy till 
the object of his jealousy | is attained] according to his will, 
and he is an example to all who are ungrateful. For him and 
all those who after his likeness have fallen into this sickness 
God judges justly and examines them and condemns them in 
the sight of all ; and they are hated by common consent, and 
in him [men] sce all ingratitude and all boldness and acrogance 
and all wiles and all falsehood and all impiety which springs 
up and grows great and is brought to fulness, so that it cannot 
even receive any increase. 


86. Concerning this : that at the time of condemnation Satan 
will be hated by all / and -even by his own, in $0 much as he has 
been unto them a cause of punishment.' 

For this reason all this time of long-suffering has been given 
unto him, and it is given unto him until the day of judgement 
to do whatever he will, lest there should be left unto him any 
cause for being able to do anything in it ; but a time of long- 
suffering and of authority has been given unto him ; and after 
that he will be fully judged and distinguished from the 
righteous together with all those who have participated with 
him in tyranny ; by them also will he be hated and accused 
as having been the cause of their condemnation. As in purity 
of love, in word and in deeds each will love God as good and 


1 This and the next two sections show clearly Nestorius' thought on the 
problem of reconciling God's omnipotence with the existence of evil. 
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just, as wise and as mighty, and as the Maker and as God, 
and, since they will obtain an example of just judgement 
without respect of persons, of the good and of the wicked, all 
classes of rational beings will duly learn the examination of 
the arguments for good and for evil, and for what reason God 
allows each man to choose it according to his will, and lets 
those who choose the good endure evils and is long-suffering 
toward those who have chosen the opposite thereof and who 
fight against his will, that they may do whatsoever they 
choose. And in this wise / the administration of this world is 
carried on : thus will it be administered by God until the end. 


87. The Consummation. 

And after this, seeing that everything has been well [done], 
we shall be in the joy of the world to come, having no cause 
[to fear] deprivation thereof nor that we $shall have further 
need of instruction. 


88, Concerning this : that it was needful that there Should 
be a union of two natures, and that it was not right that it 
Should take place otherwise. 

For these reasons, then, and for similar causes, the incarna- 
tion * of God took place justly : true God by nature and true 
man by nature. For there would not have been any [union | 
of these, if one of these natures had been left out. If God 
became not incarnate,! and if he became not [incarnate] in 
a man [formed] of the nature of men, [it is] in fact as if it 
took place in deception and the truth [would be] what the 
words of Satan would have been, that Christ surely rejected as 
contemptible his [physical] formation aſter his image. There- 
fore there would have been no teaching of humility and of 
obedience and of condescension : that he, who when he had 
not taken the likeness of a servant was the similitude and the 
likeness of God, s$hould be found in the likeness as a man.* 
But there would rather be a justification of the words of 
Satan, who had contemned [him], because / he had seen him 
inferior in his nature to the image and the likeness of the 
honour of God. And as for all the angels, though they were 


i Sc. evavOpwnyors and cognate words. 2 Phil. ii. 7. 
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convinced of him as of God and were not able to dare to speak 
against him, this reason forced them not to blame Satan in 
anything [but to treat him] as one who had been cast down 
into sufferings which were not right for him, for the sake of 
the boundless honour of human nature, though he was blamed 
for this that he ought to have obeyed any commandment 
whatsoever of God. And since there was this suffering in 
their soul, they- served him for the sake of him who com- 
manded them, though not with a good will. 


89. Concerning this : that, even if he were in the schema of 
a man but not in the nature of a man, the doctrine of an 
incarnation would not become established. 

Although a man were to grant that he became incarnate, 
yet [in placing the Incarnation] in the sc/4/a of a man but 
not in the nature of a man, he would predicate the same 
repudiation of human nature. 


90. Concerning this : that, even if he were to change his own 
nature into the nature of a man, the doctrine of the Incarnation 
would not have been established. 

And even if he changed his own ozvs:a for the ous!a of a 
man, it seems that he would have surely repudiated the nature 
of a man, since he would have been in his own ozvs:@ and not 
in the ovs:a of man ; for this ows:a is his, not of the earth but 
of the nature of God the Word, and therefore / God the Word 
appears to have grown in wisdom * in a human manner of life, 
SO as to remain without sin as one who is a man while he is 
God the Word by his own ozs/a. Thus also he comported 
himself as a man though he was not man by nature but God 
the Word ; both when he had combated and conquered the 
adversary and when he suffered, he who was impassible by his 
nature suffered, and similarly also in these other things. And 
even if we say that he took a man and that he changed the 
nature of the man into his own orwsia, did he not set aside 
the victory of the things which are rejected, which constitute 
man? And for this reason he changed the nature of the flesh 
which was rejected for him, lest God should be abased in his 


| Sc. tavOplwmyos, &c. ? Cp. Luke ii. 52, 
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being in the nature of a man; and in this way neither were his 
manner of life and s8ufferings and death those of a man, nor 
again were they for the sake of men. And $0 it was no more 
through the death of God, nay rather," if God had been con- 
demned to death, if he had willed to avoid it he would have 
Set it aside without his own death rather than through a sc/h&ma 
of death. But, since he was God and immortal, in his prosd0por: 
which was not guilty he accepted death, that is, [accepted] the 
mortal and changeable [ #ros9por], [80] that he was able to 
fight against defeat through the commandments and the 
observances, 50 that victory might fall to his image and to his 
likeness, that it might / be the same who accepted death as 
defeat and to whom [God] gave immortality as a release frem 
guilt, in that he was preserved without stain in his own image. 
And as he condemned him when guilty, so also when he 
conquered he exalted the name which is above ail names ; and 
he obtained it not by commandments and through ordinances 
but by victory in his own right not to be taken away from 
him, just as a son, who was formerly under authority, on 
growing up and becoming adult, has authority to become a 
son, although he was already such as a $on is. 


91, Concerning this : that, even if any one were to grant 
that the union was by natural composition, or by mixture, or by 
confuston, or by intermingling of * the natures,* the doctrine of 
an incarnation would not have been established. 

On account of this very thing, even if any one were to grant 
that God the Word accepted humanity in his own nature, either 
by mixture, or by confusion, or by participation of ovs:/a, and 
Sets at nought this nature of man, he shows that this human 
nature is to be rejected and that it could not be preserved 
without sin, since his nature conquered not , but he who came 
into being from both of them ; and he shows that Satan, since 
he was incapable, was defeated, and [that] in having defeated 
at the beginning man who sinned, he defeated him who could 
not be without sin because he was not of the sinless nature of 


1 Syr. 'ell&. 2 See crit. n., P. 399. 
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God the Word / but of the nature of sinful man. And Satan 
appeared to speak with man in judgement but was surely 
defeated by God, of whose nature it is to be defeated of 
nothing. And both of these [theories] are absurd, in that he 
commanded Satan and man to do impossibilities. But if the 
things which were commanded had been possible to do and 
had not beer: observed, justly would Satan have been con- 
demned ; for, when he could obey, he obeyed not but rose up 
against God by means of the sc/A&ma of a man and slandered 
God before man as jealous, and man before God as ungrateful ; 
and he is the enemy of all and has received a just judgement 
and has been openly convicted. He has in fact been conquered 
by Christ through his humanity and by the saints, for openly 
he rose up and $till is risen up against (God, and he has shown 
that, if he had not been able to deceive the first man, he after- 
ward would have fought against God openly and not in the 
schtma of this man or that, and although he could do nothing, 
he had it in his intention to do whatever he desired like the 
Lord," as one who was in everything able to act and to 
persuade and to fight. And he was able to destroy him in 
that moment, since he was worthy of destruction. But others 
would not have learnt / that wickedness is powerful and 
extinguishes itself, unless they had by all means known that 
they received subjection [to God] as a grace and from this 
subjection obtained grace not to show themselves bold against 
God and thereby themselves also to be parted from God with 
the former. How then would he have made the Incarnation * 
a stumbling-block by mixture, or by confusion, or by natural 
participation, $0 that he might not be supposed | to be] God 
nor even man, but one who is of them both and is neither 
simple nor undivided? So therefore he is [combined] with 
humanity, as a judge in a judgement and in a true trial, 
possessing it in his own prosgpoer and [having it] obedient 
unto himself in everything. And it is not he who combats 
and is judged, but to the extent of appropriation * he has 


1 Syr. mardndith = Gk. ruvpiarws. 
? Sc. tvavO0pwmnyos. 
3 Syr, baithiyiith# = Gk. oixeions, 
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brought it * nigh unto his own image and not to the nature of 
the invincible and impassible os: of the divinity. For Satan 
had no commission from God to make him * disobedient to 
him, but to convince God that his own man was disobedient 
to him. He, who in everything accepted obedience with a 
good intention, exalted his honour in his own image to show 
that he is a just judge. 


92. Concerning this: that, even if one were to grant one 
nature by naturetl compositton, either with flesh without soul or 
| [in flesh]| animated by an animal / soul or by a rational soul 
according to a natural union, the doctrine of an incarnation * 
would not have been established, 

But in this way neither those who say, as the Arians, that 
the flesh was united to God by a natural composition and that 
it suffered by natural sufferings, nor again those who say 
that the union took place with the rational soul and the flesh 
in 8uch wise that it suffered by a natural sensibility the suffer- 
ings of the body and of the unreasonable and irrational soul, 
establish in truth the doctrine of the incarnation.* Do they 
not say this, that by a deception Satan was conquered by him 
who had been conquered, and that the latter conquered not by 
his own might but had need of a champion,* that is of God 
who created him, who ſought either openly or in secret? For 
in that Satan, having held no contest* with God, was 
conquered by God, he conquered by having shown unto all 
that the love of God toward man was unjust and that the 
exaltation of humanity resulted as it were in the scorn of all 
and the subjection and the prostration * of all supremacy and 
all authority. Now if he sought to do that for man, he could 
do it even without this deception and cunning, for that which 
he says he also does. Nor further indeed hid he himself when 
he made use of this scA&4ma ; for he who seeks to hide himself, 
$0 long as it escapes him not that, if discovered, he will surely 
be confuted, is himself / his own accuser. So they are con- 


| Vis, the humanity. 2? Vis. Christ incarnate. 


5 Sc. wvivOpdmos. 
4 The Greek words &ywviorhs and dywv transliterated. 
5 An unusual use of Syr, s&ghd/6 © adoration '; 50 translated by Nau. 
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strained to say the contrary of what they geek to say, so that 
they accuse God and make excuse for the evil one, and they 
put forth all [their] might in vain and reason contrary to the 
incarnation ! of God.* 


93. Concerning this: that things which are composed in one 
nature | are $0] either thai they may be supreme or that they may 
be under $upremacy and especially under the Soul, which is 
Supreme in the composite nature, if God the Word is naturally 
composed. 

Those things indeed which are composed and brought to 
fullness to [form] a nature [are $0] either that they may be 
constituted chief and in control or that they may be under 
a chief and a controller. If then, because the rational soul is 
in need of being controlled, it is in need of participation in 
God the Word that he may be controller either of the body or 
of the rational or of the animal soul, then by him * he * obtained 
the victory, if it is fair to call victory that of another nature 
which is distinct and unlike and unequal to men, its com- 
panions. It seems that he acts in s:A&ma and forcibly subjects 
all to him[self] and brings [them] under his authority by force 
like God, so that he * who was defeated by his very own choice 
could not escape owing to his defeat nor observe the com- 
mandments in his own nature, except by God the Word who 
is the conqueror for all time. It is not, in fact, / wonderful and 
worthy of praise that God the Word became in the body and 
observed all the observances of the soul and of the body. For 


1 Sc. wavOpamyns. 

2 Cp. p. 73, n. 1. Here we $eem to find that although Nestorius looks on the ' 
death of Christ as ransoming mankind from the devil, yet he rejects certain 
ways of explaining that theory of the Atonement. Is it not possible that he is 
denying $uch a doctrine as is found extant in Gregory the Great (Moralia xxxii. 
12-xxxiii, 6), where the devil is cheated through ignorance of the Crucified 
being divine and therefore iramortal ? Nestorius argues that the Cross must be 
a real moral victory by the Man, not an unexpected triumph by a concealed 
deus ex machina, Such a triumph would really mean the defeat of mankind. 
The individual humanity of Christ might have been exalted, but the devil's 
fetters would be rivetted on the rest of mankind. It is interesting that accord- 
ing to the traditional account of Nestorius' 'teaching he is himself open to 
precisely this charge. 

3 Viz, God the Word. * Viz. The Man Christ. 
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if he had not remained in his nature above the nature of the 
body or of the soul or of the intelligence, he would surely have 
been required [to do $0], since the rational soul'also sufficed to 
observe the commandments ; but if the latter had not sufficed 
and for this reason there had been need of the incarnation! 
of God the Word that for all he might support the sufferings 
of the body and of the soul and of the intelligence in a natural 
union which would have united the nature, he would have 
Suffered as the body, as the soul [and] as the intelligence in 
the mixture. But since he was not conquered as one of them, 
it appears that he was outside their nature and therefore was 
not caught * by those things whereby each one of them was 
caught. Together with this [there is] another absurdity which 
they predicate in limiting God himself by the necessity of nature 
and ascribing, as the Manichaeans, to 4y/# such migiit that It 
drags after it by avthority and its own force whosoever receives 
it, and that he suffers in all ways the actual bodily sufferings 
[namely] whatever God the Word suffered when he conde- 
scended to the body and supported these bodily sufferings in 
his own nature when he was scourged by hunger and thirst, 
by the natural bonds of the body, though in his own nature he 
was exempt from these things ; he desired and he was angered 
/ and was fearful and was suffering, and suffered naturally all 
these sufferings of the body and the soul, because he was com- 
posed of [one] nature. For he, who is composed of [one] 
nature, of necessity adheres in the nature to all the nature's 
own properties, whether of a man or of God or of any other 
nature to which he is naturally united and combined. And 
however one would be willing to say that he is in nothing 
distinct from me, yet those who are composed of [one] nature 
Support of necessity that nature's own proper qualities which 
are naturally :nd not voluntarily theirs. But that God the 
Word is $0 voluntarily and not by force: / have authority 
over my life, that I should lay it down and 1 have authority to 
take it again.* Therefore the words of the Divine Scriptures 
befit not Christ in any other manner than this ; but as we have 


1 Sc, tvavOpwnnos, 2 See crit. n., P. 399. 
3 Jn, x. 18, 
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examined and found, all refer not to the union of the nature 
but to the natural and hypostatic pros/pon.! 


1 This must surely mean that in considering each passage of Scripture we 
have to ask to which of the two natures in Christ it is appropriate ; then the 
paSSage is to be reterred to the prosopon which belongs to that nature and hypo- 
Stasis. Each passage thus refers to a © natural and hypostatic pros5pon”. (Cp. 
PP. 54, 316 $949.) The two *natural and hypostatic pros6pa* then somehow 
combine to form the one prosgpor of the union. 

Professor Bethune-Baker's interpretation of this passage in Nesforius and his 
Teaching, p. 99,/Secems to require an unjustified identification of pros6pon in 
Nestorius with © person? in the modern sense of the word, and does not seem 
to be borne out by Nestorius' usage and argument in other passages. 


BOOK I. PART Il. 


CONCERNING THE FAITH. 


Sophronius says : Because then many accept the faith of the 
Three Hundred and Eighteen which was laid down at Nicaea, 
both persons who believe in various ways and those who 
understand the Divine Scriptures some in one way and some 
in another and in various ways He was made flesh and was 
made man * may it please thy Reverence to pass [in review] 
their intentions and their opinions; and do thou write and 
make known unto me how it appears unto thee and what thou 
dost approve as well-pleasing, and give no cause to them that 
seek cause to calumniate thee. 

Nestorius. 1. [Some] of them in fact say that the Incarna- 
tion * of our Lord Christ took place in fiction and 5sc/i&7:@ and 
in order that he might appear unto men and teach and give 
the grace of the Gospel unto all men. And, as he appeared 
unte each one of the saints, so in the last times he appeared 
unto all men. 

2. But others say that the divine ozs#a became flesh, so 
that it should become in its own oz5:@ the 95:24 of the flesh 
for the nature of men, and that he should comport himself and 
Suffer and set our nature free, For he who became man not 
in his own ozsia but in Ama, has surely not set us free but 
has surely deceived us, since he appeared in sc/A&mna and to 
suffer for our sakes without having suffered. 

/ 3. Others again confess that God was made flesh in the 
flesh as a complement of nature instead of the soul. He was 
made flesh naturally in the flesh to work and to suffer, and he 
naturally endured all the natural sufferings of the body, being 
by his nature impassible but by a natural incarnation * passible, 

1 Se. todprwoe wal ynrOplinnoe. As Incarnation has to be used for tyavBpwny- 


01s, the Syriac verb corresponding to the Gk. oaprovoda will be rendered * to be 
made flesh ' and that corresponding to the Gk. &vav9pwreiy, © to be made man f 


2? Se. tavOptrrmors, 3 Sec, oapraoos. 
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I'M] even as the soul, which by its nature suffers not the sufferings 
| S of the body nor is pained nor hungers, through a natural 

W 1 economy suffers naturally the sufferings of the body, being 
united with it naturally, that he may naturally comport him- 
| Self and suffer on our behalf. And not in fiction and in scA&ma | 
or by any other nature but by his own nature he has set us 
free from death and corruption. 

4. But others confess that in body and in 8oul he was made 
flesh for the completion of the nature and that God the Word 
was instead of an intelligence, $so as to be instead of an intelli- 
gence in the nature in the body and in the soul, and to comport 
himself in the nature of men and to s8uffer on our behalf. For 
he came to suppress that intelligence which transgressed the 
1 :: commandment and obeyed not God and to be instead of 
intelligence in the soul and in the body, and not in a sch&ma 


| | without Ayposas:s nor in another nature nor again in a bodily 
| frame without a soul. 
(ll | 
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5. But others [confess| as touching that flesh wherein God 
| the Word was made flesh * that he was made flesh, animate 
flesh, that felt not in its nature / and understood not through 
the sou! but understood and felt by the activity of God the 
Word. In God the Werd this soul felt and also understood, 
| mi and the body was a natural instrument ?; and they divide not 
bl Christ into instrument and workman, since the instrument and 
i | the workman act together. 
it | f | 6. But others confess two natures in Christ before the union 
and that each of the natures should be conceived in its own 
nature : God the Word on the one hand in the Father and in 
; the Holy Spirit and men in the flesh; but after the union 
| wi | [they are] not conceived as two natures in virtue of being 
1100 ft united in 0z5:7a; and one [ov5ta| results from the two of them. 
| [ih | They change them from nature to nature in such wise that the 
| ['f same is literally man and God, so that God comports himself 
{| as a man and dies for * us as God and rises by his own might. 
7. But others say of the incarnation * of our Lord | that it | 
i 'i% 1 Sc. toaprwby. 2 Syr. *6rglin6n = Gk. Gpyavov. 


| 3 The Syriac preposition can represent either imep or dy7i; see p. 32, N, 1, 
| þ | * Sc, evavOpwnyos. 
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was in] an animate flesh in a rational and intelligent soul, 
complete in its nature and in its might and in its natural 
activities, and not in s4/&ma nor in a change of ovsta nor again 
for the natural completion of the nature of the body and of the 
s0ul, or of the intelligence, or [that it was] mingled into one 
nature out of two of them or that they were changed from the 
one into the other, or / that [it took place] for the completion 
of the natural activities in such wise that the flesh should not 
act in its own nature ; but [it was in] one prosdpon of both 
natures, both of them maintaining the properties of their own 
natures ; and the oz5s:@ of the divinity remains and suffers not 
when it is in the oz5:@ of the flesh, and the flesh again remains 
in the o0z5:a of the flesh when it is in the nature and in the 
pros0por of the divinity ; for the body is one and both of them 
[are] one Son. For no other is called God the Word in the 
flesh apart from him who is in our own flesh ; nor again [is 
anything else called | the flesh, but it is in the Son, in God the 
Word: that he should comport himself completely in the 
nature of men being man, and that he should rise as God being 
God by nature, that he in consequence of sinlessness and of 
having observed [the commandments| should be delivered to 
death for our salvation, that he might preserve the likeness of 
his own image. In order then to become 80, he took not for 
[his] likeness* @ name which is more excellent than all names * 
that the nature of men might be exalted ; for the honour and 
exaltation has not been given to an ovs/a which henceforward 
is not of man but of God the Word. Our own nature has been 
honoured in another nature and not in our own nature; for the 
exaltation of our own nature to a name which is more excellent 
than all names * belongs generally to that nature * which is the 


1 On this passage Bethune-Baker has the following note (Nestorius and his 
Teaching, p. 152) : *The Syriac word dmith# is the natural equivalent for the 
*two Greek words 6yoiwors (Gen. i. 26) and ywopphy (Phil. ii. 6, 7). When there- 
* fore there is reference to the passage in Gen. we should understand that it 
*translates the former Greek word, when to Phil. ii the latter, Now all through 
"this work Nestorius appears to use yopphy in a strongly theological sense which 
*1s practically equivalent to the sense he gives to vors (kydind, nature”), 
* bm6oTaos (quomd), and ovoia (ousia), This is certainly 80 whenever there is 
*a reference to Phil. ii.” 

2 Phil, ii. 9 (P.). 3 See Crit, n., P. 399. 
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exaltation of one who remains in his own ozsia and can be 
that which / is in the oz5:@ of God the Word; this in fact is 
properly the exaltation, like which there is not [any other]. 
For the change of ozsia into ousi@ is the suppression of that 
ousta which ought to be exalted, and also of its own, of the 
exaltation ; * and there has been no more condescension of God 
the Word when once he is changed into the ozsia of the flesh, 
because he is not the nature which is capable of condescending 
but is that which has condescended. As a king, if he becomes 
one of the subjects, is said to condescend though he is truly 
king, and on account of the clothes of subjects which he has 
put on is said to have surely condescended ; in place of his own 
he has made use of those of the latter in sc/A&ma, in such wise 
that, as those who are under the law of administrators,* so will 
he be voluntarily under the law though he is their own king, 
[and king ] of the administrators and of their lords. For there 
is no more an exaltation in being exalted to his own nature, 
but in giving him what he had not, not in taking away from 
him what he had. For if exaltation and humiliation belong to 
that which was and which originally was, humiliation belongs 
to this nature which was and which originally was. Of whom 
is the exaltation? First he said the ozvsza which was exalted 
and afterwards that name wherein it is exalted, / which is 
above all names. For if thou takest away the ovs:as which 
accept humiliation and exaltation, there is no 05:4 which has 
been humiliated. Therefore he said he humiliated himself in 
reference to a voluntary union, the incarnation * and the kind 
of humiliation which he showed when /e took the likeness of 
a servant, and again that which took place resulted in a 
voluntary and not a natural [union]; in sc/&ma he was found 
as a man,* not in ows/a; for in the likeness of God [was] the 
likeness of the servant. The likeness of God was in scA&ma as 
a man, for God was in his own ozs:a, in such wise that it was 
conceived also as an humiliation in him that he took the like- 
ness of a servant, and as an exaitation in the likeness of the 


1 Perhaps an accidental transposition in the order of the words, for which 
* of its own exaltation * should be read. | 
2 See crit. n., P-. 399. 3 Sc. evavOptmycs, * Phil, ii, 7. 
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Servant that it took @ name which is more excellent than all 
names,” and [$0 that] it was not conceived as a change of 
0u51a either into an ovsia or into a natural composition of one 
nature, but as being a voluntary [union], as [being] one in 
humiliation and in exaltation ; for that of nature * is passible 
and changeable, since it is a nature created and made, not 
uncreated nor unmade nor unchangeable nor immutable. 
Consequently this man * has attributed nothing in the Incar- 
nation * to the conduct of the man but [all] to God the Word, 
in such wise that he made use of the nature of humanity 
for his own conduct. So Arius and Eunomius and Apolli- 
narius say therefore that Christ is God in name but in reality 
deprive him / of being God, in ascribing those things in him 
which are human in nature to his own oz5:a, and suppress 
the genealogy of the family of Christ and the promises made 
to the patriarchs, of whose sced arose the Christ after the 
flesch. Therefore the Evangelists record all those things 
which in truth show the nature of man, lest on account of 
the divinity it should nct be believed that he was also man 
nor be believed together with this that it was he who was 
affirmed by the promises. Therefore the Blessed Mary was 
recorded as a woman who was betrothed to a man, of whom 
he* has written both his name and his race and his trade 
and his place, in order that there might be nothing to raise 
a doubt leading to disbelief that she was a woman. There- 
fore also [he wrote] of his low estate and with all these 
things also of the annunciation of his conception and of his 
birth and of the manger, to make known him who was born 
together with her who bore him, that it might be affirmed 
that he is truly man, of [his] sleeping in the manger, of the 
swathing in swaddling bands such as are natural to infants, 
of the offerings which were offered for him for his progress, of 
his increagse in stature and in wisdom with God and with men, 
of his manner of life in the world, of his observances, of his 
Submission, of the prayers which he prayed, of all his fulfil- 
ment of the law, of the baptism and of the saying which was 


' Phil ii. 9 (P.). 2 [,e, a natural union. 3 Vis. Cyril. 
* Sc. evavOpwmyos, 5 Vis, the Evangelist. 
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Said of him, that he / who from the womb was son by union 
was the Son, of the witness to the observance of the customs, 
of the word of the Father, of the appearance of the Holy 
Spirit, of his dispensation with all zeal on our behalf, not in 
illusion nor in the sc/4na of a man but in the human nature 
[ formed] of the body of a man and a rational 8oul which 
thinks and reflects in the nature of men, that it may have 
everything which is in the nature of man without being 
deprived of the” union with God the Word. For the union 
of the natures resulted not in [one] nature or in a confusion 
or in a change or in a change of 05a, either of divinity into 
humanity or of humanity into divinity, or in a mixture of 
qi natures or in the composition of one nature, being mixed and 
Suffering together with one another in the natural activities of 
natures which are naturally constituted.! 


a 0 gu MEA Teepe. ona 06m = ——_ _—_ 
- = th n - - ys 


. 
k - * 
MEN AERESITE: 7 Ig 
Cromer in -— on Longo "Ind 

4 te en So s £4 . % 

bd 4 __ 

1 - 

= #1 

n 


ww 


WW Ss 


ND OC TIETED 


—_ 


Werwo AhhWwik Mis rm ——_ 


> i. — 
et HIS: > 


1 | 
[0 ; 
' | i For they s8uppress all these things through the natural and 
f I! | hypostatic union and they take everything which is in his 
| nature and attribute them naturally unto God the Word : the 
0H human fear and the betrayal, the interrogation, the answer, the 
| ; smiting upon the cheeks, the sentence of the cross, the way 
i thereto, the setting of the cross upon his shoulder, the bear- 
\$''Y ing of his cross, the removal [of it] from him that it might be 
| set on another, the crown of thorns, the robes of purple, / the 


Ly raising up of the cross, the crucifixion, the fixing of the nails, 
mis | the gall which was offered unto him, the other distresses, the 
WIL, Surrender of his spirit to the Father, the bowing down of his 
head, the descent of his body from the cross, the embalming 
| thereof, his burial, the resurrection on the third day, his 
| [1 | appearance in his body, his speaking and his teaching that 
[ith they should not suppose him to be an illusion of the body but 
| truly body which had also flesch. Because he was not by 
$118 illusion and by deception a body and a soul but in truth all 

| ji! | that by nature, there was nothing that was hid. 

| 
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on | All the human things, which now men are ashamed to 
predicate of him, the Evangelists were not ashamed to predi- 
cate, those which without being ashamed they * make over to 


| According to the Syriac punctuation the ſull.stop and new paragraph come 
at * God the Word” above. ? Viz, the opponents of Nestorius. 
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the divine nature through the union of the natural 4ypostasis : 
God suffering the sufferings of the body because he is naturally 
united in nature, thirsting, hungering, in poverty, in anxiety, 
meditating, praying so as both to conquer human things 
wherein he was naturally suffering and to fight against the 
nature of men, [they claim this] so as to bring to nought our 
glory and to bring to nought our salvation, And the pro- 
perties of God the Word they set at nought and make them 
human ; he would have acted naturally in nature and suffered 
in the sensibility of nature, accepting sufferings in his own 
ousia naturally, as the body [accepts those] of the soul and 
the soul [those] of the body. / Surely it is an awful and 
dreadful thing to conceive this and to tell men what and what 
Sort of thoughts they have concerning the Son, that he is both 
made and created and that he has been changed from im- 
passible to passible and from immortal to mortal and from 
unchangeable to changeable. Although one would make him 
the ozs:a of the angels and without suffering and say that he 
operated not by his nature nor by his activity nor by his 
might, but by that which he became, would he escape withal 
from suffering sufferings? But it is not possible for one who 
is naturally united to escape ; for if he were not naturally to 
suffer the sufferings of the body, he would suffer them as the 
Soul instead of the soul, because he is instead of the soul! 
which reflected not as intelligence and whose ! in its reflection 
he was instead of intelligence. And he was in scA/mna and by 
means of the schema of a man he deceived, as thongh he had 
the things of the soul and of the body and of the intelligence 
and these were void of operation by their nature. 

But by those who pass for orthodox these things are said, 
that he is of the very nature of the Father, impassible and with- 
out needs and unchangeable and immutable, and then, as the 
Jews mocked, calling him Christ, and surely crucified him, / s0 
also the former attribute unto him in word* a nature unchange- 
able, impassible and without needs, and they ascribe unto him 
all sufferings and every need of the body and make over all the 
things of the soul and the intelligence to God the Word in 

| See Crit. n., P. 399. 2 Or © with the voice”. 
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virtue of an hypostatic union. And, like thoge who change 
him from his nature, at one time they call him now impassible 
and immortal and unchangeable, and afterwards they prohibit 
him from being then called immortal and impassible and 
unchangeable, being angry against any one who repeatedly 
calls God the Word impassible. Once thou hast heard ; 
it is then enough for thee. And they predicate two whole 
natures of the divinity and of the humanity and they pre- 
dicate a change of natures by union, attributing nothing 
cither to the humanity or to the divinity in making over the 
things of humanity to the nature and those of the divinity to 
the nature. And they preserve not even the things which 
belong to the divinity by nature, in making God the Word 
of two ov5:as in nature; and they dissemble the man and all 
that is his own, on whose account the Incarnation ! took place 
and in whom it took place and through whom we have been 
released from the captivity of death. And they make use indeed 
of the name of orthodox, but in fact they are Arians. And 
thereby they misrepresent the fuliness of God the Word, by 
all the human things of nature which they predicate of him as 
the result of the union of the natural Aypostas:s, that he might 
comport himself and suffer naturally in all / human things. He 
made use of humanity not that it might comport itself and 
suffer for our sakes, but that God the Word might comport 
himself not in the pros/por but in the nature, for the union in 
prosdpon is impassible ; and this is | the opinion] of the orthodox; 
but one which is passible is the fabrication of heretics against 
the nature of the only Son. Each man comes with whatever 
he will; for unavoidably one arrives at the opinion of the 
orthodox and not at the blasphemy of heretics. He* has 
irreverently written all those things that he has wished in 
favour of the Aypostatic union in his own Articles * and much 
has been written thereon by many. We too ought not to 
make our book endless in busying ourselves with things that 
are evident, but above all we ought to reveal unto all men 
such increas* little by little of impiety. Because I have shown 


1 Sc. tvarOpdyoss. 2 Vis, Cyril. 
3 The twelve anathematisms attached to the third letter to Nestorius. 
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this beforehand, I have not renounced the just course of the 
orthodox nor $hall I renounce it until death ; and although 
they all, even the orthodox, fight with me through ignorance 
and are unwilling to hear and to learn from me, yet the times 
will come upon them when they will learn from those who 
are heretics while fighting against them how they have fought 
against him who fought on their behalf." 


1 There is here a lacuna in the Syriac text, followed by a fragment (Syr., 
PP- 137-46), which se-ms to be misplaced, being apparently the beginning of 
Bk, II, Sect. 1, The present editors have therefore followed Nau in con- 
tinuing here from p. 146 of the Syriac text and in placing pp. 137-46 after 
P. 270. 
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WICKEDLY thou hast separated off a party and there was not 
any one to contend / against me; on. my account thou hast 
obtained by [thine] authority the documents from a number 
of bishops, every one [of whom] was as one dumb and deaf, 
Thou hast assembled a company of monks and of those who 
are named bishops for the chastiszement and disturbance of 
the church, and there is none of the chiefs who has hindered 
[it] that it might be prevented. An assembly such as this 
which was sent came and appeared as a guard against me in 
the Imperial Palace. Thou hast all the support of the Empire, 
whereas I [have] only the name of the Emperor, not [indeed] 
to overpower * [you| nor to guard [me] nor for my own help, 
but rather as if to [ensure] my obedience. Because indeed I 
made not use of the support of the church nor of the support 
of the chief men nor of the support of the Empire, I am come 
to this extremity.* But I, who had the chief men and the 
Emperor and the episcopate of Constantinople, I, who had 
been long-suffering unto heretics, was harassed by thee $0 as 
to be driven out; and thou wast bishop of Alexandria and 
thou didst get hold of the church of Constantinople—-a thing 
which the bishop of no other city whatsoever would have 
suffered, though one wished to judge him in judgement and 
not with violence. But I have endured all things while making 
use of persuasion and not of violence / to persuade the ignorant ; 
and I looked for helpers, not for those who contend in fight 
and cannot be persuaded. 

You have further with you against me a contentious woman, 
a princess, a young maiden, a virgin,” who fought against me 

1 Nau : porrr me fortifier ; but see Payne-Smith, Thes. Syr. 1. 3005. 

? Syr. *'dnange' = Gk, dvayny. 

* Vis. Pulcheria. Suidas, under Pulcheria, $ays < Novaxepia rooovrov tpioe 70v 
NeoT6pov, bs Tos piAoivras txeivoy Frabpranay, Gr moprelav mpos TOy aBerpov 
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because I was not willing to be persuaded by her demand that 
I should compare a woman corrupted of men to the bride of 
Christ. This I have done because I had pity on her soul and 
that T might not be the chief celebrant of the sacrifice among 
those whom she had unrighteously chosen. Of her I have 
spoken only to mention [her], for she was my friend ; * and 
therefore I keep silence about * and hide everything else 
about her own little self, seeing that [she was but] a young 
maiden ; and for that reason she fought against me. And 
here she has prevailed over my might but not before the 
tribunal of Christ where all [will be] laid bare and revealed 
before the eyes of him in whose presence our judgement and 
theirs will come in the days that have been appointed by him. 

But I return again to that point to. . . .* I shall meet 
Apollinarius and his dogma. What he holds thou knowest not. 
However to those who know not I say : Him * he confesses 
consubstantial with the Father and thereby he obtains the 
impression that he agrees with the Divine Scriptures. It is not 
possible to see his | views] exactly. In that, in fact, the Son is 
consubstantial with God the Father, he disputes / against the 
Anomoeans and is ignorant that he initiates a dispute against 
the orthodox on [the point] that he is not consubstantial. 
But he distorts it, [as may be seen] from this, since he says 
that there is a union of the nature of God the Word and of the 
flesh, as he has learned from the Arians, he agrees with that 
which the Arians say, that the Son is not like the Father in 
nature, in that he confesses that he suffered the sufferings of 
the body by natural sensibility; for the same could not be by 
nature impassible and passible, even though he were to unite 
a Soul without intelligence to the body, for he is united to the 
nature in the body as well as in the soul and he suffers in very 


is discussed by Neander, Church History (Eng. Trans. 1855), vol. iv, p. 160. See 
too the references to Pulcheria in the Letter to Cosmos of Antioch, in Nau, 
Appendix I. 

1 Pulcheria was famous for her orthodoxy, and in particular for her anti- 
Nestorian zeal. Cp. Labbe (Mansi), vi. 59o0D. Presumably Nestorius is here 
thinking of her later support of Flavian against Eutyches, for he claims Flavian 
as the exponent of his own views. Cp. pp. 342, 353-5, 302. 

2? Literally: * I keep in silence ?. 3 There is a lacuna in the Syriac text. 


* Vs. the Son. 
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nature his own natural sufferings of the nature. Although 
: they speak of mixture and change and composition and the 
completion of the nature, in every case they bring it to this 
very thing : for he who suffers in the natural union is not the 
Same in 05:4 as he who accepts not sufferings ; but, in con- 
5equence of the natural union, he also falls under sufferings, 
for he is the nature in which he has become through natural 
union. But he disputes against Paul * and Photinus, in that 
he is the Word in nature and in 4Aypostas:s and is eternal ; but 
| he erred in referring the things of the body to God the Word 
Y i by a natural union. For in that he disputed against the 
| h | Anomoeans, [saying |] that the Son is consubstantial with God 
| of the Father, and against Photinus and Paul," / [saying] that he 
| is by nature and Aypostas:s homoousian with the Father, 
unwittingly * he was accounted as [one of] the orthodox; 
1 nevertheless by not having applied that which was befitting 
; but, like an enemy, having brought to naught even that which 
| was well said, he pulled down that which he was supposed to 
148 be building upon the faith. 

A And farther he disputes on these two points with those 
|| who confess rightly, as though he was in charge of the 
| | | company of the orthodox, and he exerted himself to bring 
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his error into the church, and he has introduced controversy. 
| | Now this question came not about in the East and had long 
1 since vanished from the church which I found in Constanti- 
| nople; and it began not in my days either in Constantinople 

| or in the East, for I had not yet been born when the question 
if aroze concerning these things and was settled; and again 
| the inquiry received not [its origin] in Constantinople from 
Ih | my words but in the time of my predecessors. Why then 
| dost thou calumniate me, saying © He has posed this inquiry ', 
11'S and call me an inventor of novelties and a cause of disturbance 
[4 | and war, me who have posed absolutely no such inquiry but, | 
to be sure, found it in Antioch? And there I taught and 
(0 spoke concerning these things and no man blamed me, / and 
I supposed that this dogma had long been repudiated.3 But 
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t 1.e. Paul of Samosata. 2 See crit. n., P. 399. 
3 Apollinarianism had been condemned at the Council of Alexandria in 363. 
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in Constantinople, when I found that men were inquiring and 
in need of being taught, I yielded to their persuasion as the 
truti required. For factions of the people who were question- 
ing this came together to the bishop's palace, having need of 
a Solution of their question and of arriving at unanimity." 

Those on the one hand who called the blessed Mary the mother 
of God they called Manichaeans, but those who named the 
blessed Mary the mother of a man Photinians. . . .* But when 
they were questioned by me, the former denied not the 
humanity nor the latter the divinity, but they confessed them 
both alike, while they were distinct only in name: they of 
the party of Apollinarius accepted © Mother of God * and they 
of the party of Photinus * Mother of man '. But after I knew 
that they disputed not in the spirit of heretics, I said that 
neither the latter nor the former were heretics, [the former] 
because they knew not Apollinarius and his dogma, while 
Similarly the latter [knew] the dogma neither of Photinus 
nor of Paul.* And I brought them back from this inquiry 
and from this dispute, saying that : *If indistinguishably and 
*without extrusion or denial of the divinity and of the 
*humanity we accept what is said by them, / we sin not; but 
* if not, let us make use of that which is very plainly [affirmed], 
* that is, of the Word of the Gospel : Chris! was born * and 
* the Book of the generation of Fesus Christ.* And by things 
*such as these we confess that Christ is God and man, 
* for of them © was born in flesh Christ, who tis God above all." 
*When you call her the Mother of Christ, | Christ] by union 
*and inseparate, you speak of the one and of the other in the 
* Sonship. But make use of that against which there is no 
* accusation in the Gospel and settle this dispute among you, 
* making use of a word which is useful toward agreement. 
When they heard these things, they said : © Before (z0d has 
* our inquiry been solved.” And many praised and gave glory 
and went away from me and remained in agreement unt] 


1 Cp. Loofs, Nestoriana, pp. 185, 312. 


? Bedjan here marks a lacuna in the text. 3 Sc. of Samosata. 
* Matt. i, 16, 5 Matt. i. 1(P.), 
* Vis, the Jews. 7 Rom. ix. 5. 
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tney fell into the snare of those who were seeking for the 


episcopate. 

Now the clergy of Alexandria, who were in favour of his! 
deeds, persuaded them | of Constantinople] as persons deceived 
that they should not accept the word * Mother of Christ ', and 
they were stirring up and making trouble and going around 
in every place and. making use of everything as a help therein; 
for his clergy were sending word unto him, so that he also 
became their helper in / everything, because long since he 
had been wounded by me; and he was in need of an excuse, 
because he had not been helped with what are called © benevo- 
lences*: and he was frightened of me because I had not helped 
his clergy. For report went out concerning me and grew 
Strong, that I was neglecting—which I was not—him who 
was being injured. If the report is true or if it is false is clear 
unto (zxod. It stirred up, however, the accusers of this man! 
and made them take heart to utter against him before the 
Emperor charges that should and that should not be said, 
uttering [them] and asking for me to be judge. But because 
they were sent unto me and I had no cause to decline, I sent 
for his clergy, demanding to be informed what the matter 
was. But they grew angry, saying : © Thou admittest every 
* accusation against the patriarch and punishest not forthwith 
* without examination the accusers as calumniators. Knowest 
* thou also surely all these things, that it is easy for them in this 
* way to accuse , . . .? of Alexandria; not without constraint 
© have we taken away from thee such authority, for it would be 
* nothing else than an incitement to bitterness in accusation, 
*S6 long as it were advantageous unto thee to keep him as 
* thy good [and] loving friend and not to have him as thine 
* / enemy, [even] him who is renowned for greatness and who 
*is* among the great.” Then I said unto them : * I have not 
* any need of affection which would make me guilty of injustice, 
* but [only] of that which works the things of God without 
acceptance of persons.” This I said, and they said unto me: 

1 Vis. Cyril. 
2 There is here a lacuna in the Syriac text. 
3 See Crit. n., P. 399. 
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*We will make this known then unto the patriarch”; and 
Since then he has been mine enemy without reconciliation 
and has been ready for anything. And first he brought about 
a cause of enmity that he might renounce me as an enemy 
and, according to his custom, make use of fraud against his 
accusers and draw a veil over the accusations against him ; 
and thus he, who had preferred a request that the, judgement 
Should be entrusted to others, did this. And you have learnt 
from this that the things which I have said unto you are 
true and not trifles. What he sent to his clergy who were 
meddling in my affairs in Constantinople is clear unto all 
men. 


The letter of Cyril to his clergy in Constantinople." 


I have received and read the copy of the request which 
has been sent by you, as one which ought to be given to the 
Emperor and which you did not want to forward / without 
my consent. But since there are therein many accusations 
against one who is there, if he is a brother and if it is right 
that we ought to call him such, forward it not at the present 
time, lest he rise up against you and state before the 
Emperor my accusation [of him] as an heretic.* But other- 
wise at the same time as you renounce his judgement, you 
Shall state also the nature of his enmity, and, if they are 
utterly roused up [to proceed] to judgement, you shall 
forward it to other chief men. 


Nestorius. On account of these things this man became 
my enemy. But hear thou also the rest of the letter that 
you may see that he was acting not for God nor for the fear 
of God nor for the faith, but on the contrary, although he 
knew the faith, he passed over it because of his enmity 


1 Nestorius quotes only the end of the letter, which is given in full in Labbe 
(Mansi), vol. iv, col. 1093 $q.; the original of the passage here cited is as 
follows : 70 FÞ ye oxeddprov Tis Sehoews T0 map" buoy GmooTANEY, Ws Gperhov 
tmBo#7rar putv Baomei, oor fvev Bt yvopns buav (v.l. huav), MaBev dvoyvar. 
tnei$1) 3 nonAmv exe raradpopiy rar TOY txeioe þ Gberpor, 1) mas fv elmoyu, Tews 
tntoxov, iva wh tntpyorro huiv Atyor* rariyophoare pou Emi TOY BaoiXtws, ws 
alperuco?, immyopeboauer Bt trtpus, pert Tov rat maparreioba Thy avrov rpiow, 
elndyres xat Tis &xOpas Tov Tp6nov, rat Thy Birmy peraonaou, Ed eiorarra GAws 
exeivor, els ertpovs dpxovras (1008 B, c), See introd, p. xvii. 

* V reads: © my accusation [of them | as heretics ”, 
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toward me; and he disturbed and troubled everything in 
order that . . . .* these things of his might vanish and be 
dispersed. 

The rest of the letter of Cyril.* 

Read then the copy, and its return . , . . . ,* use; and 
if you see that he continues to wrong us, truly stirring up 
every kind | of trouble] against us, zealously inform us, that 
I may choose some pious bishops /and monks and send them 
in good time. For / shall not give sleep unto mine eyes, as it 
is written, nor s[umber unto mine eyelids nor rest unto my 
temples * 80 long as I strive in the contest which is for the 
salvation of all, 


Nestoriris. You have heard clearly how he has confessed, 
even without any sc/&na ; he 8upposes it in fact a wrong that 
there is any investigation against him ; if I stir not up trouble 
against him to do him wrong, he also will not stir up trouble 
against me and he is striving in a contest for the salvation of 
all. But I am friendly and pious and blameless towards him 
in everything ; but if for the 8ake of a just judgement I dis- 
regard thy * blaming thou then becomest embittered and 
callest me impious and an heretic. And thou callest up bands 
of monks and bishops and sendest |them] against me to the 
Emperor, and they accuse me, while thou art striving for 
thine own salvation and not for the contest of all, but rather 
in a contest against the salvation of all. And thou hast 
troubled and confounded and deceived all ; and thus hast thou 
persuaded them to become thine instrument{[s]® of wrong, in 


' A lacuna is here marked by Bedjan. 

* Labbe (Mansi), iv. 1008 c, Þ: dvayviyres Toivuy 7) oxedipuor, tmibore, 61 
Kaktgue ypeia' wiv Torre Gr1 EmiBovhevo tuptve, wat dAnOOs mavra river Tponov 
Toy xa huay oparra, onovdalus ypaypare, ral tmXefkuevos dvipas eraBeis wal 
Gpovizovs, Erioxbmovs Te wat praordovras, (fanooTreA® mpwry apy ob yap pi Shaw 
Unvovy, care 79 yeypapptyoy, THis dpPerpois pov, rat Tois BAepdpors prov vuaraypcy, 
Kal d&vdvavoy Tots xporapoy prov, tax of dywriowua TW onep Ths dndvrwy owTHpIAS 
d&yava, The last eight lines of the letter are not quoted. 

* Two words are illegible in the Syriac text ; V reads: and he advised the 
return | of the letter), which is clearly incorrect. See the Greek text above. 

* Ps, cxxxii, (Syr, cxxxi) 4. 

$ This rapid change of person is common when Nestorius is referring to 
Cyril, * Syr. '6rgdnon = Gk, Gpyavoy. 
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order that they may neither see nor hear nor be convinced, 
although one should tell them myriads of times that thou 
busiest thyself to do these things not for the salvation of all 
but that thou mayest escape from thine accusers. For what 
enmity have I with thee, that thou dost suppose / that I do 
these things to wrong thee? For I have had no word with 
thee concerning anything, neither concerning things nor con- 
cerning possessions nor concerning judgement nor concerning 
[any] comparison nor about any other cause, neither before 
I became nor after I became bishop of Constantinople ; 
but in all things were we distinct from one another, as 
Alexandria is distant from Constantinople, and the interests 
of the latter are distinct from those of the former. But there 
was one cause, which even he himself has clearly proclaimed : 
that I have not helped thee to rise up against thine accusers, 
whether they be truthful or not. Seeing then that thou art 
thus perplexed and hast thus made thyself ready, it is 
known that they are right. For thereby alone is this to be 
known, [and $0] thou* mayest know that the enmity is his 
who is prepared for all these things; but also | thou mayest 
know it] from his letter unto me. 


The letter of Cyril unto Nestorius.* 


Our colleague, Nestorius, the reverend and godly, Cyril 
greets in our Lord. Some men, beloved and worthy of 
belief, have come unto Alexandria and have made known 
that your Holiness has been much angered against us and 
has stirred up all that was fair * in order to afflict us. / When 
I wished to learn the affliction of your Piety, they said 


1 Here clearly not Cyril but Nestorius' reader. 

? Labbe (Mansi), iv. 884 B, c. Nestorius quotes the first quarter of the letter : 
T@ «vAaBeorary Kat Beoqrheorary Emwuromy OvAaTroupye NeoTopip, Kipinos 
tnioxonos tv xupip xaipew, "Avdpes alBtoyuor rat mioTews Afior mapayeyovaowy ty 
"AXefavBpeig. eira uertbooav woavet kat Ths os BeooeBelas dyavarrovons opdipa, 
Kat navra xakowv kwovons els 70 Aumeiv tut, BovNopuevy B36 por Th[s] ofs BeooeBeias 
Tiy Aunyy dvapateiy, tpagay Gre Thy mpds poragTAs dyious yevopuerny EmoTONNY 
Tepepouot Twes Tov amo Ths 'AxefavFpeias, wat t Tod puioovs dpoppr rat Ths dnfias 
(v. 1. ddxias) airy yeyove. Teavpara Tolvuy, & uh trxeivo uahnov 5 07 BeootPun 
«ad tavriy tXoyioaro' ov yap mporepov turns ypapeions tmororns 6 mt Th niore 
ye&yove ObpuBos, GAN + elpmptvoy Twav mnapd Ths ofs BeooeBelas, 4 rat wh, m\Nv 
Xapriwy, you Emyhoewy nepipepoperur, kauvouer hueis, emavoploiy BeXovTes Tos 
KeoTpapptvouvs. This was sent in June 429. 

3 See introd. p. xiii. 
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that a letter had come to some holy monks, and men from 
Alexandria were carrying it around, and that it was the 
cause of this hatred and affliction. I then was astonished that 
your Piety had not considered further; for no letter had 
formerly been written by us before the disturbance which 
took place concerning the faith. But whether things were 
said or were not said by your Picty we are not persuaded. 
There are in any case pamphlets on doctrine which certain 
men carry round, and we are wearied with making inquiry 
with a view to setting right those things which are distorted.' 


Nestorius. This is the first letter of friendship which 
was written to me; and learn therefrom whatsoever had been 
previously deposed against me. Tell the cause for which 
thou hast spoken: *this disturbance arose concerning my 
i teaching, 50 that our works when read stirred up all Alexandria 
*as well as all the monks of Egypt.” But I leave out both 
Rome and the cities -*kich are under her; *anG I stirred 
*up all the rest of the East, so that thou wast. constrained to 
compose the letter to the monks so that from there thy 
letter was dispatched also unto me in order that I might be 
afflicted thereby; thou knewest indeed that I was afflicted. 
Wherefore didst thou not write first unto me a letter of 
friendship, / which would have instructed me concerning the 
disturbance and concerning the cause of the disturbance 
and concerning its cessation, as a friend unto a friend, or 
as unto a bishop or as unto a brother, or as on account 
of a stumbling-block in the church, or as though thou wert 
convinced that the teachings were mine own, or as though 
thou hadst not known and hadst required to be instructed 
and wouldest have parted company with blasphemy and 
impiety or wouldest have counselled me what ought to be 
done? But thy letters* against us [were conveyed] to 
Alexandria and disturbed the monks, and they reached 
also Constantinople, and thou hast filled all the churches 
and all the monasteries with disturbance against me, so that 
even the unfeeling have been roused to feeling ; but wouldest 
thou have wished that I should not be stirred > For what 
reazon were these things, unless thou wert working and 


1 See p. xiii, * See crit. n., P. 399. 
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making ready with all zeal to bring about enmity? For 
thou wrotest unto me a hostile letter which testified unto 
me that thou wast mine enemy, and not mine alone, since 
also thou hast divided and removed far from me whosoever 
rejoiced in disturbance ; and others also there are whom thou 
hast withdrawn from me, either because of their lack of feeling 
or because of their ignorance . or because of their simplicity 
without discernment ; thou hast stirred them up / in order 
that under pretext of their souls thou mightest show thyself 
zealous to set them aright, because thou hadst pleasure 
in them, or that either I might desist from listening to 
thine accusers and those who were ready to accuse thee, 
who were already armed against thee, since, if that were 
to come about, it would then be easy for thee to do whatso- 
ever thou wouldest in regard to the possessions, or otherwise 
in oppressing me thou wouldest make believe that for the sake 
of the ſear of * God I was thine enemy and that for this 
cause I had declined mine office as judge. And this is not 
hidden but is evident unto all men and is spread abroad 
unto every place in consequence of that enmity which thou 
hast brought about, because thou didst want all men as 
witnesses; though indeed I 8ay not anything nor blame 
any of the things that thou hast prepared. Every man is 
entitled to receive instruction. For also thou art risen against 
me as against an impious man and thou art bringing about 
every disturbance and every stumbling-block ; yet thou dost 
consider all this as nothing and makest ready easy solutions, 
Saying *let us show kindliness and say this word whereat 
*the Church has stumbled, that is, call the blessed Mary the 
*mother of God'. For he says not * thou art obliged but 
*thou wilt show kindliness': not on account of that very 
thing but on account of those who because of their weakness 
were not able to examine those things which were said by 
thee and who stumbled ............. - 6-6 140M 
SS 2% + BE con ent dds oe © ERS X18 4 


1 See crit. n., Pp. 399. 

* The Syriac scribe has here inserted a note: © From here one page has been 
torn out from the original.” It is clear from what follows that the missing 
passage must have contained a summary account of the injustice done to 
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Sophronius. But we became worn out with waiting, Since 
many were dead or sick and in want of many things, and thus 
we were constrained to assemble together and to lay down 
conclusions.' 

Nestorinus. How long? say I.* Until you had done those 
things wherewith you were engaged and labouring and [con- 
cerning which] you-were afraid lest all the Council should 
be [assembled] and your judgement should be geen? Until 
then you were sick and dying and you were unable to take 
nourishment ; but afterwards how remained you a long while 
without enduring any of these things, unless because you 
were free from the care of these things? For this reason 
you have disregarded and disdained Candidianus who would 
have hindered an incomplete Council from being [held]. For 
you had the strength to do these things, without having 
convinced by those rneans whereby you might have succeeded 
in convincing those who are not believers; and you have 
accounted as nothing the testimony and the oaths before 
God and before the Emperor whereby you have sworn to do 
nothing but to wait for the Eastern Council / which was nigh 
at hand. Yor there were s0me who were persuading the 
Emperor, and you did not keep the word of God. And then 
before the command of Candidianus you heard the testimony 
which the bishops who were not assembled in your incomplete 
Council addressed to you ; they were sixty-eight in number, 
nor were any of them contemptible nor unknown}? but | they 
were] metropolitans; and Candidianus also came with them 
and had testified beforehand unto them concerning the things 
which had lately been done. 


Testimony of the bishops who did not associate 
 themselves with Cyril.* 
The faith indeed of the true religion is known first 
from the preaching of many holy books and [then] by the 


Nestorius at the Council of Ephesus through Cyril's refusal to wait until the 
whole Council was assenibled before proceeding. This grievance of Nestorius 


is treated in detail further on, 1 Syr. tiphbs = Gk. Tvwos. 
? See crit, n., p. 399. 5 Literally : * from unknown [ones], 


* Latin version in Labbe (Mansi), v. 765 : Dominis nostris fratribus & com- 
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assembly at Nicaea of the holy fathers, on whose limbs 
were the scars of sufferings according to their number, 
But by reason of diverse inquiries and disputes the faithful 
and very Christian Emperor has 8summoned by his letters 
the priesthood of the orthodox from every place unto 
Ephesus, being zealous in this also, according to his 
custom, out of enthusiasm for the truth's sake, and we are 
all as8embled by the grace of God, except that there is 
lacking unto our assembly the holy and godly John, bishop 
of Antioch, / whose coming also is close at hand, as his 
letters, which have just been written unto us, and the 
governor ? _ the prefects,” who have been sent by us 
unto him, have made known unto us, and other godly 
bishops from the West. But your Reverence has made 
known unto us that it is burdensome unto you to attend 
here and that you are anxious to hold any examination 
which the Emperor wills even before the coming of the 
godly bishops whom we have mentioned. For this reason 
we have sent this letter unto your Reverence that you 


ministratoribus Cyrillo & Juvenali Episcopis Tranquillinus & Alexander & 
Helladius & reliqui Episcopi qui cum eis, in Domino gaudere. Nota quidem 
rectae glorificationis est fides quae a divinis & adorabilibus scripturis ab olim 
nobis est praedicata. Nihilominus haec ipsa nobis a sanctis patribus tradita est 
qui in Nicaena synodo congregati sunt, quorum tot passiones erant pro pietate 
quot membra. Quia vero propter nonnulla certamina piissimus & amicus 
Christi Imperator literis suis orthodoxos sacerdotes undique ad Ephesum convo- 
cavit, in hoc quoque imitatus proprium circa fidem zelum, & sumus pene omnes 
per divinam gratiam congregati, deest autem praesentiae sanctae synodi religio- 
SisSimus Joannes Antiochenus Episcopus, qui & ipse jam in januis est juxta quae 
nuper $uis literis intimavit, & per eos quos praemisit praefectianos atque 
magistrianos nuntiata sunt. Similiter etiara nonnulli ex occidentalibus Episcopis 
Synodo adfuturi, mandarunt autem vestrae reverentiae, tamquam qui graviter 
habent svstinere usque ad ejus adventum, & urgent de his quae visa sunt 
piissimo Imperatori, (ne audientia celebretur antequam praedicti Deo amicissimi 
Episcopi sint praesentes, ) hujus (rei) gratia has ad reverentiam vestram direximus 
literas, ut sustineatis Deo amicissimorum comministrorum praesentiam, & nec 
eos qui depositi sunt suscipiatis quoquo modo, neque illos qui ab Episcopis suis 
vel olim sunt excommunicati vel nuper. Manifesta enim sunt quae de his 
definiunt regulae; & praevaricantibus se defixere increpationes non modicas, 
quae nullo modo queunt despici a sancta synodo. Et illud vero reverentia 
vestra cognoscat, quia omnia quae ab audacibus abrupte fuerint perpetrata, 
contra pracsumentium retorqueantur audaciam & a Christo Domino & a divinis 
canonibus, (There follow the signatures of sixty-eight bishops.) Compare the 
Letter to Theodosius, Labbe (Mansi), iv. 1232-6. 

| Literally : © Christ-fearing ”. 

* Syr. mages!ryin6s = Gk, payeorpards, CP. P. 343: 

* Syr. hiipharkigs = Gk, bnapxirodl ; gee n. on pp, xv-xvi, 
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should await the coming of the excellent bishops our 
colleagues and that you should not receive at haphazard 
any whose deposition * has been enacted nor those who 
have been or are coming under sentence of suspension from 
their bishoprics. For it is known what the holy canons 
ordain on this account, and those who transgress them are 
condemned to no slight punishment, which cannot by any 
means be transgressed by the Holy Council. May your 
Reverence then know also this, that everything which is 
done in boldness-by bold men will be found to recoil on 
your boldness through Christ the Lord of all and through 
the holy canons. 
/ Signature of the bishops. 


Nestorius. But read also the admonition which was given 
by the illustrious Candidianus, Count of the Household,* that 
you may learn also from this the violence which they wrought 
irreverently and shamelessly and that he* may no longer 


' deceive [you]. But after the testimony of the bishops who 


took as their plea the [fact that] they to be sure were in 
difficulties in that the bishop of Antioch together with the 
Eastern bishops was close upon coming at the gate as the 
governors * who were sent to their provinces* who reported 
these things learaed from the letters of John—when they 
heard [the testimony] they made disturbance as with one 
accord, crying out and shouting and hurling insults, in order 
to bring forth the bishops who had been $sent unto them and 
to cast them out, $0 that even the blows with which they 
attacked them were heard by Count Candidianus. But after 
they had so reverently driven them out, they returned against 
him that they might capture him, laying hands upon those 
who in consequence of hunger and sickness were not able 
to stand up, and they heard not the things which he spake 
unto them nor even the letters of the Emperor which were 


1 Syr. gatharisis, a transliteration of the Gk. xabaipeors, as wherever * deposi- 
tion ? occurs, unless otherwise stated. 

* Syr. gomes dimastigs, which probably stands for the Gk. «6uys 76» 
$opeoTixor (Nau). 

3 Vis. Cyril. 48 I WON 

yr. magislryane. 

16 Syr. kfipharkyas = Gk, brapxias, meaning either * to their districts* or * on 

their missions ?. 
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Sent unto them all! / And he commanded them that the 
Council should not be [held] incomplete, but [that] the things 
which were [done] by the Council should be settled in 
common by vote. But, like a wise man in the midst of fools, 
he seemed surely to have become a fool in saying that, for 
they were not willing to hear. He commanded them to 
read this imperial command before them, which ought not 
to have been read before all the bishops had been assembled. 
When he had done this, account was kept of nothing." 


Of the contents of the letter, which were as follows : * 


We have commanded Candidianus, the illustrious Count, 
to come unto your holy Council, without participating 
at all in those things concerning which inquiry takes 
place among you, since we have thought that he who 
is not accounted of the assembly of the bishops ought 
not to interfere in an inquiry touching ecclesiastical regula- 
tions and in an inquisition concerning the faith. 


He $aid not, in fact, that he should not participate in the 
assembly but in an inquisition touching the faith, being 
ordered not to allow the Council to be [held] incomplete 
before the assembly of all the bishops took place. Because 
then he was constrained to read this—it ought not to have 
been read before the coming of all the bishops—they drove 
out him who came from / this side with much outcry and 
hisses and threats that he should be delivered unto death 
if he participated in the common inquisition of the Council. 
And they then named themselves authoritatively a general 
Council, for that those who were present were to be sure 
So many; and those who had not participated with them 
in the inquisition testified unto them, saying unto them : © we 
* ought to wait for those whose coming is close at hand ' *—that 
is, for the chief of the Council. And that the Count who 
had been charged with the maintenance of order among 
them might not participate with them, they said that he 


1 Cp. the two Contestationes of Candidianus and his Zdictum printed in Lupus, 
Var. Pat. Epist., p. 33 $9, and Labbe (Mansi), v. 770 $9. 

? Cp. p. 110, n. 2. 

3 Syr. /akse' = Gk. Tafes. 


i Literally : * nigh unto the door”, 
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should not be present at the inquiry touching the faith nor 
at the inquisition touching ecclesiastical things. But in 
everything they were acting by their own authority and were 
not obeying the imperial command which made known 
clearly unto them that he had been sent for this reason, 
that he might check the disturbances and the dissensions 
which were taking place. But hear also the letters of the 
Emperor which were sent by the hand of Candidianus. 


From the writ) of the Emperor? 


Previously indeed we have written what was right, that 
mo Piety should be assembled in the city of the Ephesians ; 

t since it is right to provide also for the maintenance 
of order in the deliberation which will take place in your 
assembly concerning the inquiry for which you are assembled, 
/ this also we have not overlooked but have admonished 
you to be in all things untroubled ; and we are persuaded 
that your Piety is not in need of external assistance that 
you may be zealous for peace; but this has been our [duty], 
not to be neglectful in solicitude for an inquiry touching 


i Syr, sagrd, a transliteration of Lat. sacra [epistola}, a translation of Heiov 


pa, 

? Labbe (Mansi), iv, 1117: 5*& To: Tooro mnpwrny putv nepi Tod ouvvenbeiv TiHVv 
buertpar beooeBuay els Thy TWy "Eqpeoiwy pnrporonv, Te elxora yeypaphrapey. 
imeidy Be xph wat Ths mpemrovons evrafias re rat hovxias (vl, evroopuias) Th Kraokeype 
Tis dywwrarys bum ovibov belvrws ppovriou, ov8t Torro maphraper wore avry 
navrax6ve nepiprhaxthvar (vi, imipfgar) 70 drkpaxov, rat menelopeba ptv, ws 
ovbepuias rhs tfwbev Boybeias is. 76 wail trtpors elphvyy napaoxeiv Zeira butv h 
PeogeBeit, fv Bt rat roiro vhs tuperons (vl. twrexovs) huav mepi Thy evodBeav 
mpovoias uy napibeiy. 

"Errtrakra Tolvuy Kaviitaves, 5 peyaronpertoraros xoprs TEv waboowptvar 
bopeaTixor, xp Ths dyias (v1, iyowrdrys) huby HaBivar ovvbBov' Kal pndev ptv 
rais nept Tay Boypdaroy ywoputras (yrhoeo: rowurhoar GOtpuroy yap, TOY wh (v.1. 
{w) rob raranGyov TÞv dryrorrtrey tmonomuv TvyxEvorra Tois EKKANoaoTUON 
ortppany myiiyroobu Tos roopwurods BE rat pordCovras, Tovs Tv ffby Bia Tooro 
ouvereyputvous, rat Tos ovvryeobda ptrxrovras, Ths atrhs navri rpenp xwopioat 
mohews, tmeibhrep o) xpy rods nar ov38v dvaryraliovs bvras Th perrovoy Tod 
$6yparos Kaori, rweiv bepiBovs, ral Bid Toiro tumoBiCu Toirs elpnrixas Tunobira: 
napd Ths buertpas diyworrys bpeirovor rat pporrion Tod uh Twa Bxovorav tf 
avrenadeias mi natov napabivur ws hv uh tr Tovrov 1 Ths dywrarhs tuav ovv6B3ov 
napepunoigoro kidoreyrs, nat þ dxpiBhs Ths GanBelas (hrnos tc Ths tyywoptrys TvX0v 
ar6xrov mepmxhoeus bir pobyrar dvefinincos Be Tv heyoptvay txaorov Arpoluevos 
mpooTtva 70 Boroiy, < dwrirOivar wat ors kari nporaciv Te at Avou, Thv mepi 
roy danbovs Boyparos tpervar Fixa Twds rapaxys Hraxvbhva (v.l. raxpibivar), ral 


4M Thy buertpas douryros yhpy dorkoiaorly Te nal Tov naow dptorovra Trov 
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the truth, that is to send Count Candidianus to your 
Council, without participating at all in those things con- 
cerning which inquiry takes place among you ; since we have 
thought that he who is not accounted of the assembly of 
the bishops ought not to interfere in an inquiry touching 
ecclesiastical ordinances and in an inquisition concern- 
ing the faith; but he will expel from the city those 
seculars and monks who are there assembled for this purpose 
and are with you, because such men ought not to be found 
in your assembly, lest they excite disturbance and thereby 
make void whatsoever you duly examine and rightly do. 
He will be careful too that no one $shall introduce division 
SO as to cause dispute, lest from this cause your inquiry 
and the sincerity of true deliberation among you be delayed. 
But with patience each shall hear whatsoever is said and 
each shall be ready to reply or for reply to be made to 
him and thus by questions and by replies and by solution 
the inquiry touching the true faith shall be judged with- 
out any dispute and by the common examination of 
your Saintliness it will reach a happy agreement without 
dispute. 

/ Nestorius. They did not press for this to be read nor yet 
were they willing to hear him who was telling them that * they 
* Should be careful that no one should introduce division so as 
*to cause dispute, lest from that cause the inquiry concerning 
* the true faith and the true deliberation among you should be 
* delayed, but that with patience each should hear whatsoever 
* was Said and that each should be ready to reply or for reply 
*to be made unto him, and thus by questions and by replies 
*and by solution the inquiry touching the true faith should be 
*judged without any dispute, and the common scrutiny of your 
* Saintliness should attain a happy agreement without any dis- 
pute ', Because they knew these things, they allowed them not 
to be read, for they hid this word, which, as a divine prophecy, 
showed clearly the things which were being done by them. Or 
was it that the Emperor, owing to a sign of the things which 
had been done by him, divined what he* was ready to do and 
Set it Cown beforehand in his letters ? For even slight symptoms 
Suffice to give a small indication of the habits of the soul, 
although things like these have not yet already been |done| 

' Syr, taks?” = Gk. Tdfes. ? Vis, Cyril. 
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by him, while those from which it could have been known have 
not yet already been brought to light. God however has 
brought to light all that concerns him for that to become the 
judge of them for the things which / were about to take place, 
that they might not suppose that because they had done this 
in ignorance and were ignorant of the manner of the inquiry 
and of the inquisition, | therefore] they said incidentally the 
things which were [proved] false by what had been said. Will 
thea a sincere inquiry be settled [even] by sincere inquirers 
through division and through that which causes dispute, or 
through impartiality and patience on the part of the hearers 
towards what is said ? And [will a sincere inquiry be settled] 
by merely laying down the subject of inquiry, or by the giving 
and receiving of replies on either side, and their being examined 
by questioning and unravelling, until the inquiry which is 
being examined is [settled] without dispute? Shall we with 
haste or without haste find a solution and an answer in harmony 
therewith when we are asked a question? Which of these 
things has been said untruly > But this command was not 
pleasing unto thee* because thou didst wish to conquer and 
not to discover the truth. 

But what shall I do now? Shall I accuse Candidianus of 
not having observed the imperial letters and of having caused 
such a disturbance of bishops against bishops their colleagues 
as well as against him who was charged with keeping watch 
over them and with the maintenance of order ? But he strained 
himself to persuade with words those who were not inclined to 
hearken unto words, who were in need of some one who would 
control them against their will according to the imperial 
command, which was acknowledged by all men to be just ; 
and otherwise it was not seemly more should be [done] than 
that he should /carry out his message, speaking and having 
answer made to him by question and answer. However that 
which was done with intent to deceive was considered by them 
as a Sport, I have not anything more to say ; for he called 
them to witness by his commands that they should do nothing 
before they were all assembled together according to the 


1 Pi, Cyril. 
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imperial command, but they were not willing to hearken 
even unto the command of the Emperor. Hear then also his 
own admonition. 


The admonition which was uttered by the illustrious Count 
Candidianus that they should not assemble before all the bishops 
were assembled.” 


To the holy Cyril, bishop of Alexandria and Metropolitan, 
and to the bishops who have assembled together with him, 


1 Labbe (Mansi), v. 770; Lupus, Var. Pat. Epist. p. 33 : Contestatio Candidian: 
Comitis, quam publice, mane andiens $ynodum celebrari, in Epheso proposutt : 
Sanctissimo Episcopo metropolis Alexandriae Cyrillo, et reverentissimis Epi- 
scopis qui cum eo $sunt congregati, Flavius Candidianus magnificentissimus 
Comes devotissimorum Domesticorum. Quoniam ex quo in Ephesinam civi- 
tatem veni, nihil aliud deprecatus sum communem sanctamque synodum vestram 
nisi ut cum pace atque concordia quae ad fidem rectamque glorificationem 
nostram exponerentur (v./, disponerent), sicut et Dominus noster jussit et 
piissimus Imperator, scit religiositas vestra ; et sufficit mihi testimonium quod 
ipsa veritas praebet, quia nihil aliud egerimus praeter haec. Quoniam vero et 
dum congregandos vos esse in sanctissimam Ecclesiam praeter aliorum Epi- 
scoporum cognoscerem voluntatem, nondum veniente sanctissimo Episcopo 
Antiochenae metropolis Joanne vel his qui cum ipso sunt, non cessavi rogans ut 
id fieret quod dixi superius ; et unumquemque Sum contestatus ob hoc, ne forte 
particularis fieri synodus videretur. Extremo (v.f. externo) vero nihilominus, 
cum congregati essetis in sanctissima Ecclesia, occurrere festinavi, et ea quae 
visa Sunt Domino nostro et piissimo Principi, acet videam (v.7. id jam) ex 
Superfluo facere, dum semel nosceretis haec eadem ex literis divinitatis ejus 
directis ad vos. Verumtamen edocui dispositionem ejusdem Domini nostri et 
piissimi Principis hanc esse. Velle namque eum dixi fidem nostram absque 
ulla discordia ab omnibus idem sapientibus roborari, et nolle particulares quasdam 
synodos fieri, quod maxime in haereses et schismata convertere novit religionem 
nostram fidemque orthodoxam. Insuper dum reverentia vestra exigeret sacram 
Domini nostri et piissimi Principis, quae directa est ad sanctam synodum, relegi, 
prius quidem id facere non annuebam (nec enim dicere refutabo) eo quod non 
adessent omnes qui ad sanctissimam synodum jussi fuerant convenire ; s2d quia 
vestra religiositas inquit ignorare se quae praecepta Sint a Domino nostro et 
optimo Principe, necessarium mihi visum est apparere, ut et'am non praesentibus 
aliis reverentissimis Episcopis omnibus relegerentur divinae atque adorabiles 
literae. Nihilominus vero et postquam vobis manifestavi quae sunt decreta 
divinitus, in eadem $upplicatione permansi, deprecans reverentiam vestram et 
poscens nihil novum fieri priusquam cuncti sanctissimi patres atque Episcopi ad 
Synodum convenirent, Sed sustineretis quatuor tantummodo dies Sanctissimum 
Episcopum Antiochenorum metropoleos cum aliis qui pariter sunt, necnon et 
illos qui cum $anctissimo Nestorio sunt ; ut vestra religiositate pariter congregata, 
et omni sancta sSynodo collecta Simul in unum, $si qua essent quae forsan in 
dubitationem venirent, a quibus nos sumus extranei, cunctis vobis praesentibus 
judicarentur, et tunc cum consensu omnium vestrum ostenderetur quis prave ac 
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Flavius Candidianus, the great and illustrious Count of the 
most religious Household," Since I reached the city of 
Ephesus, nothing else have I demanded of the congregation 
the holy Council except that the [questions] of the ortho- 
dox faith should be settled in peace and unity as the faithful, 
the victorious [Emperor] also has commanded : of this your 
Piety is aware. And it suffices me to bear witness to the 
truth that I am not more desirous of anything else than of 
this. But when Tlearned that you were ready to assemble 
together in the holy church without the will of the other 
bishops, when John, bishop of Antioch, had not yet come nor 
/ the bishops who were with him, since one day before that 
whereon you were prepared to do this, I rested not from 
uading and invoking each one of you not to think of 
olding a Council incomplete; and again on the next day, 
after you had assembled together in the holy church, I 
hesitated not in af tv to come unto you and I testified 
unto you what the faithful Emperor willed, although that 
was superfluous since you were already acquainted therewith 
from the letters which had been written unto you by his 
Highness. But although it was indeed $0, I instructed you 
in our pious Emperor's own will, saying his will was this, 
that your faith should be defined without delay and con- 
fusion by all and in unity, and that he willed not that the 
Council should be held incomplete, because our orthodox 


prazter regulas ecclesiasticas credere videretur an certe recte omnes pariter 
confiteri, sicut sanctorum patrum religio habet. Haec igitur non semel sed 
etiam saepius admonens, et suppliciter postulans, nihil profeci, Verum quia 
nihil eorum quae a me sunt dicta servatum est, sed a vobis injuriose ac violenter 
expulsus sum, necessarium duxi hoc mea contestatione vobis constituere mani- 
festum, et per hoc edictum clare dicere nullum vestrum novi aliquid facere, sed 
omnium sanctorum Episcoporum sustinere praesentiam, et sic communi consilio 
quae ad catholicam sanctamque fidem pertinent judicari. Si quis vero ex propria 
voluntate ductus ea quae ab immortali et optimo vertice jussa sunt commovere 
voluerit, sciat se sibi ipsi reputaturum quicquid evenerit, pracjudicium vero $se 
alii (v. l. ab alio) non inferre. Non enim pigebit me haec eadem denuo iterare. 
Quoniam vero, sicut vestra sanctitas novit, hoc placuit Domino nostro et piissimo 
Principi, ut Sub pracsentia simul omnium sanctorum Episcoporum quae ab ejus 
divinitate sunt convocati ca quae in dubitationem veniunt dissolvantur, propterea 
et Sacra quae ad sanctissimum synodum vestram directa sunt, et quae ad me 
ipsum ab eorum divinitate ant scripta, huic edicto praeposui ; ut per omnia 
cognoscentes quae a Domino nostro et optimo Imperatore praecepta sunt, a tali 
praesumptione cessetis. Cognoscite igitur quod scripti hujus exemplar etiam 
domino nostro piissimo Imperatori transmissum est. 

! Syr, gathsimon domastiqen, a transliteration of the Greek phrase «a#wouw- 
pero $oueoTiro, 
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faith would be turned thereby to discord and dissension. 
And further, when your Reverence demanded that the faith- 
ful and godly Emperor's own writ, which had been sent unto 
the holy Council, should be read, at first I was opposed to 
doing s0-—and I decline not to say | $0 |-—because those who 
had been commanded to be at the holy Council had not yet 
come and | were not yet] assembled. But when your Piety 
said that you were not persuaded of any of the things which 
the Emperor willed and had commanded to take place, it 
seemed / unto me that it was needful, although the presence 
of all the bishops was not [complete], to present unto you 
the august and illustrious letter. And further indeed, after 
the will of his Lordship was made known to you, I neglected 
not to exercise the same persuasion with you demanding of 
your excellency and testiſying unto you that you should 
introduce no innovations before all the holy bishops were 
gathered together unto the Council, but that you should 
wait four days only for the holy John, bishop of Antioch, 
Metropolitan, and those who were with him, and those again 
who were with the holy and pious Nestorius, bishop of 
Constantinople, in order that, when you were together and 
all the holy Council was assembled together, if there were 
anything of which there was inquiry or anything else of 
which there was dispute, for which we were superfluous, you, 
when assembled, together might investigate it. And then, 
by the consent of you all, it would be known who was found 
to believe improperly and outside the canons, [and | if you all 
rightly conſessed and if you revered the faith of the holy 
fathers. Not only then have I surely counselled [you] but 
I have also persuaded [you] concerning these things. But 
because you have not accepted aught of what has been said, 
while I also have surely been driven out by you, / I have 
considered it needful by means of this testimony to make 
known unto you and by this charge ' to testify unto you that 
you should make no innovations, but that you should wait 
for the coming of all the holy fathers, the bishops, and that, 
when you were of the same opinion, that which concerned 
the holy Catholic Church should be judged. If any one, by 
the impulse of his own authority, should will to change any- 
thing of that which had seemed [good] to the pure and 
imperishable Principate, let him know that it is in his own 
Self that he will be blamed and that he will prove no one 
guilty in aught. But I shrink not from saying these same 
things : that your Holiness is persuaded of and knows what- 
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s0ever the pious Emperor wills : that in the presence of all 
the holy bishops who have been summoned by his authority 
everything whereof there has been controversy should be 
settled and the true faith revealed. But for this reason 
I have set at the nead of this protest * both the writ which 
has been sent to your holy Council and the letters which 
have been written to me by his Lordship in order that by 
means of all this, when you have learned his will, you may 
desist from those things which you have been zealous to do. 
/ And know also that a copy of this letter has been sent 
unto our pious lord the Emperor. 


Nestorius. When these things were set forth and read 
before them, did not their fury wherewith they were maddened 
deprive [every] man of his reason? Or had they reverence 
for anything ? Or feared they the blame and the testimony > 
Or respected they their chiefs who were over them and the 
Emperor himself and those who were ready to judge them by 
the divine laws and by the definitions of the fathers? Nay, 
they disdained them all ; for they had the things which had 
been made known unto them by [his] Majesty and all those 
things which [they were doing] against me were regarded by 
them as a sport. And, as I suppose, Candidianus knew them 
and was frightened by them ; and by words alone would he 
have hindered them, but he dared not proceed to deeds and to 
afflict those who did svch things. Whereon hast thou * trusted 
to do what even the barbarians dared not do of old ? For sup- 
pose that it was [the case| that thou wast not my enemy nor my 
accuser ; thou wast at any rate my judge, as thou hast made 
thyself with the rest of the others; I say that thou wast even 
more. And the time of judgement also drew nigh, wherein it 
was right that we $should be judged; but those who were 
judges with thee came not, and you / were constrained to 
summon them. Thou wast willing to bring over to thine 
opinion all who were present ; but I, who was demanding that 
the judgement should take place, I was testifying unto them 
all that they ought not to judge me before those who were 
Summoned to the judgement had been gathered together. 


1 Syr. dimartiiry# = Gk, $apapropia. * Vis, Cyril. 
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There would have been every ground even for thy judgement 
if thou hadst not judged on the ground that thou wast sum- 
moned [as a party to the case];? but, [thou wilt say], it v-ould 
have been difficult for thee. — Thou hadst authority to go away 
and to do this, on the ground that thou wert not able to judge 
in thine own cause.—And * [it was] not that I came not [you 
will 8ay], © but I was not able to go away '.— Thou oughtest to 
have instructed in this him who had the authority, and the 
office of judge would have been conferred by him ; for no one 
believed that thou wouldst have conferred the office of judge on 
thyself. And so these things were done. Has not God con- 
Strained you to write those things when you excused yourself 
and accused Candidianus himself and John and Irenaeus,* 
a man who lived in God and served him with his possessions 
and with his soul and with his body. And because the things 
that he did were not pleasing, they set themselves to accuse 
him—that you might learn from them their barbarous and 
$avage and unrighteous boldness. When indeed those who 
had acted boldly against the law which Candidianus set 
forth unto them and the things which they had done against 
them had been referred to the Emperor, he made answer openly 
unto them all. It is / fair that you should hear it, in order 
that you all may learn therefrom at the same time how God 
has condemned them all for me out of their [own] mouth in 
the place of judgement. 


Of the imperial letters which were sent by the hand of the 
governor * Palladius.* 


Our Majesty has learned from what the illustrious Count 


1 7.e. © There would have been every reason for thee not to have accepted the 
post of judge which had been offered unto thee.” Perhaps the text is out of order. 

? Count Irenacus, afterwards Bishop of Tyre. See Introd, pp. xxiv, xxv. 

” Syr. magestryanss, 

* Nestorius quotes about the first half of the letter; see Labbe (Mansi), 
iv. 1377 : Tov peyaronpeneoratov KopmToSs TAY rabwoiwpeay BoueaTiray Kavarbtiavoi 
yopioayros hpiv, pepdtnrev 5 hperepa evotBun Tapaxwias Twi, rat mapd TV 
Tpoonrxoy kate Thy 'Epeoiov yeyoveva pyrpomouy, ovre navrwy, Wanep thedorTo, TWY 
beooeBerrarwy Emoronav ovvermavOirur' xal To TO) THhs peryahondaews 'AvTiON las 
emuorbmov nAnoiaGev hBy oby erepors pmrpomonitais utAnovTos* obre TW t10n napa- 
yeyovorwv gvarepaptroy t uovonoavrwy GAATAOES, oure ply Th mept THhs TgTEws as 
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of the most religious Household,” Candidianus, has written 
unto us what has taken place in the midst of disturbance 
and improperly in the metropolis of Ephesus. when ail the 
pious bishops unto whom I had sent [word] to assemble 
together had not yet assembled and the coming of the holy 
jokn, bishop of Antioch, with other metropolitans was very 
near; and, further, when even those who were present had not 
deliberated with them nor come to agreement with one 
another ; and, _— when there had not even been inquiry 
concerning the faith as there ought to have been or accord- 
ing to the letters which have alwv2ys been sent by us. But 
the enmity of certain persons for certain others is well known, 
and for this reason they were zealous to act according to 
their opinions, without being able even to make use of 
a veil, or that they might be thought by people to have done 
what they did after reflection. Consequently it has seemed 
[800d] / unto our Majesty that there should be no place for 

ldness and that whatsoever has been | done] by them im- 
properly should be void. And first let the words touching 
the faith He examined that they may henceforth prevail, as 
it has seemed [good] unto us and as it has been decided and 
has been pleasing unto the congregation of the Council, 
Since our Majesty accepts not those things which have been 
cunningly brought about by a preliminary finding. 

These [are the words] of the Emperor. 


But hear also the report ? which they sent unto the Emperor, 
wherein they accused Candidianus of having misinformed 
them out of friendship for me and of not having made the 
truth known unto the Emperor and maintained that which 
they have done against me. For thereby you will know full 
well their audacity at the same time as their puerility ; they 
played as with a child and disdained to excuse themselves 
before him. For they were rebuked [and asked] : * for what 


by txpiy Tponoy teragdvrov, < Gonep Tos tyraTaneubeior (v1. det rarameupbeior) 
beiors hu@y mepeixero ypaupaoy* GANG Gore BhAmv elvar Thy Twov mpbs Twas 
anexbua, id morriy Thy mept Th rbowy Befavra onovdhy, obre naparahuuari 
xphoacbar buyybevrov. BY vopioney iv Tis Moywpeg Te yeyorora menpaxbar GOev 
vBoxrau Th huertpg Calryri, xabpay uev Thy Touatrmy pndapas txew tterBeiv 
avderriay* TO Be dvaxonovtus -yeyorbrav dpyovyrov, robs mepi Ths evoeBelas Ayous, 
Gonep tbeborro, nporepor tferacdiva, rat xart T0 xowy nhon Th ovwbig Boroiv els 
Toy ths xporoy xpareir* ook dvexoptyys Ths huertpas eboeBelas rav tf tmmybevoews 
npoknapdror* rr). 
i See P. 114, n. 1. 2 Syr, 'andphort = Gk. dvapopk. 
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*reason have you held a Council incomplete before all the 
* Council was assembled, inasmuch as you have shown thereby 
* that not out of the fear of God but out of human enmity you 
*did all this and you were not observant with a pure con- 
* Science that all the Council should be assembled,” And they 
made no answer whatsoever to these things, but the accusation 
Stands as it was. 


/ Of the report of Cyril which was sent unto the Emperor 
agains! the report which Candidianus sent.* 


Hereby it is proved of us that no enmity whatsoever has 
stirred us up against Nestorius; but we have laid down the 
doctrine of the fear of God. After we have compared it 
with that of Nestorius, the latter seems to have met with 
refutation. And after the letters which have been written 
by Nestorius and aſter the interpretations which have been 
put forward by him, we have openly published the decision 
of the judgement, the holy Gospel having been placed in 
the midst, and we declare* that Christ Himself, the Lord 
'of all, was present. 

Nestorius. | This is] like those who, being rebuked for the 
violation of oaths, would convince by oaths that they have 
not violated oaths and make no convincing reply concerning 
their acts. For they were rebuked [and asked|]: © For what 
* reason have you transgressed the general rule and not waited 
* for all the Council, as also you were summoned all together ? * 
And they returned not any answer to this; and: *for what 
* reason, in addition thereto, have not the bishops who were 
* present taken counsel in common with their colleagues 
*/ who were with them as to whether you ought all to have 
* waited? To this also they answered nothing. * For what 
*reason have you not done this by common agreement, but 

1 See P. 118, n. 2, 

2 The Report is given in full in Labbe (Mansi), iv. 1421. Nestorius gives 
only a Short extract : e& ols (z.e. & Trois T@y npaxberrov vnoprhuacy) Servupebc. 
ovdeuiay rar NeoTopliov Evoperenr yupuraGorres, GANG avra Ths evoeBelas txbtpevor 
Ta 36ypara* ols napaBaXGvres T4 imo NeoTopliov rnpurToueva, txovra TOY EAEYXOV EK 
T@y ypappdaTwuy NeoTopiov (v.l. avrov), enwoToA@v Te ral THY & Fnpodip yevoueraws 
$antfewv, TI hpov tfmveyraper, Tov dyiov evayyeniov & ptogp Kapevour, Kai 
$eurvuvTos huiv mapovra TW Beomornhv TEv Ehwv Xproriy, (Continued on p. 121, 


n, 1). According to Labbe the Report was dispatched on July 1, 431. 
3 See P. xiv. 
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of the most religious Houschold,* Candidianus, has written 
unto us what has taken place in the midst of disturbance 
and improperly in the metropolis of Ephesus. when all the 
pious bishops unto whom I had sent [word] to assemble 
together had not yet assembled and the coming of the holy 
foka, bishop of Antioch, with other metropolitans was very 
near ; and, further, when even those who were present had not 
deliberated with them nor come to agreement with one 
another ; and, further, when there had not even been inquiry 
concerning the ſaith as there ought to have been or accord- 
ing to the letters which have always been sent by us. But 
the enmity of certain persons for certain others is well known, 
and for this reason they were zealous to act according to 
their opinions, without being able even to make use of 
a veil, or that they might be thought by people to have done 
what they did after reflection. Consequently it has seemed 
[800d] / unto our Majesty that there should be no place for 

Idness and that whatsoever has been [done] by them im- 
properly should be void. And first let the words touching 
the faith be examined that they may henceforth prevail, as 
it has seemed [good] unto us and as it has been decided and 
has been pleasing unto the congregation of the Council, 
since our Majesty accepts not those things which have been 
cunningly brought about by a preliminary finding. 

These [are the words] of the Emperor. 


But hear also the report ? which they sent unto the Emperor, 
wherein they accused Candidianus of having misinformed 
them out of friendship for me and of not having made the 
truth known unto the Emperor and maintained that which 
they have done against me. For thereby you will know full 
well their audacity at the same time as their puerility ; they 
played as with a child and disdained to excuse themselves 
before him. For they were rebuked [and asked]: * for what 


by txphy Tponov teraodvrov, 4 Gonep Tos tyraTaneppbeio: (v1. det raraneupbeior) 
beiois huay wepeixero ypappacy* GAG bore BhAmy elvar Thy Twov mpbs Twas 
antxBeuay, Ba rornny Thy mept 7h bmbowy Bbfavra onovdhy, obre naparahbpuari 
xpyragba borybtvrov. BY vouigaey iv Tis oywpep T6 yeyorora menpaxbar Bev 
vBorrar Th huertpg batryr,, xwpar ptr Thy rouavrny undauas txauv e)beiv 
aoferriar* TÞy Be dvarcrovOws yeyorbroy Epyouvruv, Tobs mepi Ths evoeBelas AGyous, 
Gowep teborro, nporepor tferucdiva, rat rar T0 xowy non Th ovvbig Bokodv els 
roy tfhs xpovoy xpareir* oor dvexoptvrs Ths huertpas edoeBelas Tay tf tmmyBbevoeos 
mpoanupdroy* KTa. | 
1 See Þ. 114, D. 1. * Syr. 'andphord = Gk, dvapoph. 
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*reas0n have you held a Council incomplete before all the 
* Council was assembled, inasmuch as you have shown thereby 
* that not out of the fear of God but out of human enmity you 
*did all this and you were not observant with a pure con- 
* science that all the Council should be assembled.” And they 
made no answer whatsoever to these things, but the accusation 
stands as it was. 


/ Of the report of Cyril which was sent unto the Emperor 
agains! the report which Candidianus sent.* 


Hereby it is proved of us that no enmity whatsoever has 
Stirred us up against Nestorius ; but we have laid down the 
doctrine of the fear of God. After we have compared it 
with that of Nestorius, the latter seems to have met with 
refutation. And after the letters which have been written 
by Nestorius and after the interpretations which have been 
put forward by him, we have openly published the decision 
of the judgement, the holy Gospel having been placed in 
the midst, and we declare* that Christ Himself, the Lord 
of all, was present. 

Nestorius. | This is| like those who, being rebuked for the 
violation of oaths, would convince by oaths that they have 
not violated oaths and make no convincing reply concerning 
their acts. For they were rebuked |and asked|: * For what 
* reason have you transgressed the generai rule and not waited 
* for all the Council, as also you were summoned all together ? ' 
And they returned not any answer to this; and: *for what 
* reason, in addition thereto, have not the bishops who were 
* present taken counsel in common with their colleagues 
*/ who were with them as to whether you ought all to have 
*waited?' To this also they answered nothing. * For what 
*reason have you not done this by common agreement, but 

1 See Þ. 118, n. 2. 

2 The Report is given in full in Labbe (Mansi), iv. 1421. Nestorius gives 
only a Short extract : & ols (7, e. & Tois T@v npaxberrov vroprhuacmwy) Ferrvopeba 
ov3epiay Kara NeoTopiov vo pevear yupraGorres, GANG avra Ths evoeBelas Exbtpuevor 
Ta 36ypara* ols napaBa\bvres Ta imd NeoTopliov rnpurrbueva, txovra TOY EACyXOv Er 
T@y ypapparoy NeoTopiov (v, 1. avrov), emoToav Te kat THY & Fnpodip yevopueras 
HKaxefew, mTiyv whoov tfmveyrauer, ToL dylov ebayyeniov &y ptop Keapevor, rat 
FeurvivTos hui mapovra Tov beanorhv TEv BAwv XprorTey, (Continued on p. 121, 


n, 1). According to Labbe the Report was dispatched on July 1, 431. 
3 See P. xiv. 
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© have divided and $eparated in one Council of bishops those 
© who were present from those who were about to come, so that 
* through examination with them * the judgement touching the 
' faith might be defined?” Nor to this returned they answer, 
but by anticipation without discretion and by agreeing to 
that which was pleasing unto them, being unwilling that 
they * should be judges with them, they made them for them- 
selves adversaries of the faith. For thou hast not refrained 
from thy boldness wherewith thou hast been occupied from 
the beginning and on account of which thou hast drawn also 
the bishop of Rome into the rebellion and hast made void the 
oecumenical Council. In the face of all these things they 
were deaf and speechless. For what reason heard you not 
this; that * you shall not hold a Council incomplete before all 
* the bishops are assembled '? For what reason did you not 
wait for them, [when] the Count who was sent was restraining 
you and persuading you to wait for the bishops who were 
near and not far off? And you made no answer unto any 
one of these things. If Christ had been sitting [there] and 
if you had been persuaded that he was sitting with you, would 
you have done these things, and would you have made 
a participation in your impiety—Christ on whom you thus 
/ trample, as if he, who would have expoged you $0 openly, 
could not confute you? For how [in that case] wovld you 
have supposed that your unrighteous and hidden purpose 
would be surely revealed, you who were the first to testify 
unto the bishops of your impiety and aiso unto the Count 
who had charge over you of the things which he has in truth 
forwarded in the report * for the instruction of the Emperor ? 
But for ail those who want to learn your reputation through 
the letters of [his] Majesty or through your own reports, all 
these things will confirm them as being without doubt true : 
that you participated not in the opinion of those who were 
present and that you detached yourselves from the bishops 


1 Vis. the former alone. 

* Vis. Nestorius and the bishops who had demanded that the Council should 
not be held before the arrival of John, bishop of Antioch, and his companions. 

3 See p. 118, n, 2. 
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who were absent and from those who were present, in that 

you were not willing to wait fourteen days more. And I sat 

neither saying nor doing aught, and fin your midst sat 

* Christ *, who compelled you all so to speak and to act in my 

presence. *No enmity at all against Nestorius has stirred us 

*up.” . When I was not present, my own enemy judged my 

words and compared them with those that he wanted and as 

he wanted, and I should have accepted from them that they 

preserved no enmity at all against me! Who will dare to 

| say / this when he sees all the impious and bold acts where- 

| with I have been oppressed by them? And will it not 

| rather seem a s8port? For do you say these things to him 

| who would have convicted you for them and for having acted 

| in enmity toward me? Nay, [you speak] after the likeness 

of those who smite a man and strip him and say unto him 

| who would rebuke them to be sure for their sport : © Surely 

*we were making sport, and did this not in enmity but in 

| * friendship'; but they cast him out wounded and naked. 

Thus also have they done unto me, being reprozched and 

| reproaching ; but the judge of all will not s0 make sport. 

| For although in all this I have no human tribunal, I have 
| that of Christ. 

| But we demand of your Highness that none of those who 

value the love of man above the fear of God should be 

accounted worthy to be received. For we have perceived 

that the reverend John, bishop of Antioch, has some such 

a wish as this, seeking rather to gratify friendship than to 

consider aught that is advantageous unto the faith ; and 

that, in addition to this, not fearing the threat of your 

Highness and not being stirred by enthusiasm for the faith 

| which has been delivered unto us from above, he has Hh 

| delayed the holy Council twenty-one days / beyond the 201 

appointed time which has been granted to us by your High- I 

ness, and we have been constrained, we of the orthodox | Il. 

| 
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party of the holy Council, who love only the faith, to 
inquire into those things which appertain unto the fear and |: (6 
it 


| 

1 Labbe (Mansi), iv. 1424 4 (see above, p. 11g9,n,2): J«6peba roivvy rol bpeTepov f | 
«paTovs, pnSeva napadoxt)s ifruBhvai Tav mnportuwyrov EvOplmoy piniav (v.l. THY Wh 1 | 
avbpwnov pihavOpwriay) ris evoeBeias, rat -yap Toabrys alobbpevor Ths Siabtaews Tow My (2: 1 
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Nestorius. Have they not openly made known their will 
without keeping [it] dark, [showing] that not because they were 
wearied and worn with sickness and with death and with the 
poverty of their lives did they not come for the judgement, 
but, because they feared judgement by all men and before all 
men, they made a judgement, before the bishop of Antioch 
came? For what advantage unto me was a delay of twenty days 
or what gain would it have brought unto you > For that which 
would have been done after twenty days could also have been 
done as well before as after them all. All the more, in fact, 
if he had entertained friendship toward me, he ought surely 
to have been the first to rejoin me, and he would have per- 
zuaded many of those who were turned away from me and 
he would not have let you do that which you have done, 
because you would have been restrained by him. But, in 
order that there might not be an examination, thou hast made 
use of ali means that judgement might be corrupted. So 
let it be. You ought then rather to have waited for it, 80 
that there might be an examination and that you might not 
give me a cause of escape; but not one whit of this is true. 
Suppose then that I concede / unto you that you waited for 
the judgement to take place, for what reason did you not act 
according to the command of the Emperor? For you would 
have shown that you did not wait for this reason ; * but you 
waited not. Therefore your anxiety from the beginning is 
evident from all these things ; since he acted 80 because he 
feared to come to examination and to judgement, and, because 
he was grieved thereat, he was devising means to arrange 
all these things. If then thou hadst been confident in what 
thou wrotest, and if those who would have testified for thee 
had been on thy side, that is, the Father and the Divine 
Scriptures, thou wouldest have rebuked me for having done 


GeopiAcoTaTOY tmoximov "Toxkwvou Tod *AvToX eas, bs Bovhoutvov quaig xapiCeoba: 
pakXov, 4 79 ovuptpoy Th nora oromeiv, tf Ov whre Tod bueripov xptrovs Emery 
poBlybels, ure To (h\w rwvovueros Ths beoprnods mioTews ths dvobev mapabeBoutvys, 
Thy dyiay dveBaxero ovvodoy Emi elxoor rat pulav hutpav perk Thy BeBoutvny mpo- 
6:0 play mapd Toi vueripov xpdrovs, rat tvayraobnuey Gmavres of Ths dyias auybov 
6p0680for, xat ubvys tpavres The niorews, (yrhou Th nept Thy evoeBeias. 

1 7. e, through fear of the discussion. 
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that which I have done in enmity and not in truth, and thou 
wouldest have blamed me for having disturbed the world for 
nothing, when I raised the inquiry of the heretics and of the 
orthodox. Thou oughtest to have written these things unto 
the Emperor and all. the other things, if it is on account of 
this that thou dost suppose that the things which thou hast 
done have taken place, as well as that I fled from judgement 
because I was not confident in what I had written. But they 
have done this as things done in enmity and not in truth ; 
they have fled from judgement, and fabricated a story, 
that ' judgement and examination took place, when none of 
these things occurred. Let him come ; let him be judged; 
let him make answer to the things wherewith he is rebuked 
and let him hear the answer to the things wherewith he 
rebukes, and let the judgement of both of them take place 
without hindrance. / Yea, before the Trinity, on whose behalf 
I have shown all zeal, for what reason indeed do others 
stumble at the things wherein I am confident ? These things 
brought low thy might, for thou knewest that they were true 
and convincing ; but thou spakest not and thou hadst not 
configence nor didst thou feign to quote the fearful and terrible 
Saying that *there will be a judgement and account will be given 
*and answer will be made by question and answer *, for thy 
voice was enslaved to thv conscience. But what then ? 


We entreat and we beg of your Highness, in order that 
the weight of the burden of the Council, which is apes 
with enthusiasm for God, may be known, to send for the 
most noble Candidianus and five of the holy Council, that 
they may vouch for what has been done before your Piety. 
For those who imagine other things apart from the correct 
faith are clever at veiling the planning of their deception, 
So that certain even of the holy bishops, in that Nestorius 
has dissembled his deception, have been cajoled and made 
perticipators with him and have given their signature. But 
when they had asked exactly and had found that his 
blasphemy was evident, they withdrew from him and were 
present at the holy Council.* 

1 Literally : © they have fabricated, saying that. . .” 
? Labbe (Mansi), iv. 1424 d. There are about ten lines omitted between the 
pasSage on P, I21 and this passage (dAX' ered) oapas Td nerpaypetra wopiteuy TH 
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Nestorius, Because he! fled from the Council, lo! were 
you not evidently in need that the Emperor should send for 
five of / the bishops to expound that which was done? But 
you said © with Candidianus ' and not © with the bishops their 
* colleagues ' who would have rebuked you on equal terms ; 
and [you demand] five against one, and that one a secular, in 
order that they may bring forth the holy Gospel and swear 
by it—they who are five and bishops—and that they may be 
accepted as truthful against one secular, for much has been 
| made void by you in the examination of this problem. When, | 
| in fact, Candidianus has come, what more or less will he have | 
to say than that to which you have previously testified and | 
j that which he has referred to the Emperor? Or what more 
| have those five [to say] than that which you have written 
concerning him——that he entertained friendship toward him * 
and that for this reason he has referred false reports to you? 
00-008 But what need was there for you to s8wear to your opinion ? 
| iy i Was it for this reason that you wrote concerning Candidianus 
| f | and the five bishops and demanded that neither Nestorius nor 
Cyril should come? These were the very causes of the 
disturbance ; and they ought to have answered one another, | 
but thou wast not confident because there was no basis of | 
| if i truth in thy discourse. The fear of my words, in fact, was 
not due to anything else more than to the truth. Suppose 
indeed that Candidianus had come and had said that you 
| waited not for all the Council, though you / knew that they 
| were near, and that he had testified unto you beforehand and 
that he had read out before you the letters from the Emperor 
and that he had made a request of you but that you were not 
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huas pty xorborros yvoplfay T4 rari TOY evoeBi Aoyov menpayptva, macoav Be | 
onmovihy veuorros NeoTopip,) ecpueba Tov buerepov xparovs, bmep Tov yvoodiva Thv 
ard beov onovdiy Ths dyias 'Tv-63ov, rai peragraXjvo pev TO peyaronpertorarov 
Kavdibiariy, wat mevre Ths &yins ouv6Bov avoTHooutvovs TOis menpayptvors tm Thi 
buy eboeBelas, ave! yop elow of frepa napd Thy opbiy wiorw Ppovouvres ovoriagey 
Thy mAdvyy* &s wal Twas THY dryworkroy tmorimov, xpunToutvys puev Ths mndvns 
mapa Neoropiov, Bexcacdfru, rat npoo8toba arg, rois Te bn' avr@g npaTToputvous 
| | bnoypdyart tray Bt oapws tporhoavres airoy, ebpoy dvaxarunrovra tauvrov Tas 
(IBN | Bhaogpypics, dmoorarres txelvov, Th dyig mpoojnBor ouidy . . . 
FAR (11) iN + Vis, Cyril. * Vis, Nestorius. 
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persuaded : what else would he have said? Wherein then 
would you have refuted him? Would you have refuted him 
for this, that he spoke a falsehood concerning you that he 
might entertain friendship toward me? Tt was not $0.) You 
did not do $0.) But if you have done s0, let them come and 
let judgement take place, although Candidianus would have 
lied. But in your own Records* you have stated that the 
cause wherefore you waited not for all the Council to be 
assembled was that *we were constrained ',* as if you were 
there alone; but in the report which you $sent unto the 
Ernperor you said that * we have perceived that the reverend 
* John, bishop of Antioch, has this wish, to seek to entertain 
closer friendship '* and on this account you were constrained 
not to wait; so that, if you had known that he agreed with 
you, you would have waited for him, and there would have 
been no constraint [laid] upon you because of the place. 
And in your Records, which you drew up against me, you 
Said that I stood by those very things which I had written 
_ and said from the beginning and had also written openly unto 
the2;* but in that report which you wrote unto the Emperor, 
you wrote on the contrary that © he is indeed surely hiding 
* under a shadow the impiety that he has', *for those who 
* imagine other things apart from / the correct faith are clever 
'at veiling their plans, 80 that certain even of the holy 
* bishops, in that Nestorius has dissembled his deception, have 
* been cajoled and made participators with him and have 
* given their signatures to the things which have been done by 
*him'. How then was that which concerns me to be veiled ? 


1 Nau treats these two clauses as interrogative, though they are not so marked 
by Bedjan in the Syriac text. * Syr. hiphamneamatrd = Gk., vnopurhpara. 

3 Cp. Labbe (Mansi), iv. 1237A: wait of ptv T6Ey dyiov tmoromev imo whews 
me(6operor, rhv emi fevns hrarpiBry oor thepor* of Be ev appworigq txvBuvevor* TiVes 
Fe wat T0 Tos bnrefnaboy Tor Biov &v Th 'Epeoiov punrpondatt dnxor Be meviag 
opryyopevet, npoowvres huiv, xarhneryov Thy Gnxpbarty, 

* Cp. p. 121. 

5 Cp. Labbe (Mansi), iv. 1240 A: ov yap dinaa hv, ev Tas emoTONAIS avrov 
$.apphIn rnpurropeva, kat tv BiBXois, rai &v Tois Fypuooias FHakefeot pavepis 
dxpowueva, rai ty avry 3 Th rev 'Eqediov unTponoxe mpds Twas Tav evnaBeorarav 
emorowov in” avron pavepws elpnuera, 

5 Cp. p. 123. 
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And again you have openly said * that © Nestorius has dis- 
© puted ; when we found that he manifestly imagined otherwise 
* [than in accordance with the correct faith], we deprived him. 
© For also even in Ephesus the metropolis he has not dissembled 
© his purpose, s0 that he has no need of other accusers, but daily 
© he proclaimed, in preaching the doctrine before many, that 
* which was alien to the faith. And every one of these things 
*we have entered in the Records which have been drawn up 
*in order, that they might be made known unto your Piety. 
Nestorius. In the same [place] they say the contrary. He 
then who received all these things, that is, the Emperor, knew 
that they had acted contrary to his command, while that also 
which they said against me was a foolish and base mockery, 
for they have not returned answer unto that wherewith he 
blamed them : © For what reason have you dared to hold a 
* Council incomplete, contrary to what you were commanded, 
* before the bishops of the whole Council were gathered 
* together? '* They say / nothing else than that * it was 
* pleasing untp us ', though they say it not openly because of the 
outcry [which would arise] against the word among those who 
chanced to hear of it. * For what reason did you not wait for 
*the coming of John, bishop of Antioch, when you knew that 
* his advent was nigh?* They had nothing else to say than 
that * we were unwilling to hold the examination with him ? ; 
but [it was| rather because they knew that he agreed not with 
them. But suppose that John ought to have been judged 
because he delayed and came not in time ; he ought not to 
have been judged by thee but by the Emperor who had 
jurisdiction over him. And first the bishops from Rome 
ought to have been punished for not having come when they 
were summoned : how then dost thou adhere unto them? In 
the same way as thou hast treated the latter, so also thou 
Shouldest have treated John. But thou demandest of John 
that he should do possibilities and impossibilities, when there 


+ Cp. p.125, n. 4, and the end of theletter : npds 82 oapeoretpay rat tvrexeoTtpay 
ei5yow Tay renpayperory, ovvferra: ral Th imoprmuatra* at bmeypapay mavres Of 
nporaytvres & vols broprhuact beogeBtoraroa tmiorona (1240 E). Nestorius only 
gives a free paraphrase of the letter. 

* Cp. p. 118, 
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was one cause for which he delayed which was accepted from 
him by all men, except by thee thyself, who art far from all 
affection for mankind and from all the sufferings of human 
nature. Thou blamest not thyself, not even when thou art 
rebuked by the Emperor, and dost thou feel no scruples that, 
when thou neededst to have waited four days at the most for 
them, in order that the Council might take place without dispute, 
thou didst not hear but didst rather choose of thyself to cause 
trouble? As the kind / of fishes which are called cuttlefish, 
which go from clear waters into troubled waters that they may 
not be caught, so hast thou also acted. | These methods] are 
laughable, when one gives any thought to them, and men 
are surely not deceived when they demand [satisfaction |] from 
thee because of them, as when men, playing with little children 
who struggle with them, seem indeed to be surely struggling 
and yet let themselves be conquered by them. For these are 
not the words of one who excuses himself but rather of one who 
is surely playing ; [yet] the Emperor is not one who would 
surelyplay with thee, and thou dost not persuade him who justly 
rebukes thee nor [reply] to the things wherefore he rebukes 
thee. His power is relaxed because there has been bribery. 
But they say : ! * We, who have assembled and have can-ni- 
* cally issued in agreement a sentence of deposition against the 
* heretic Nestorius, are more than two hundred bishops who 
* have assembled from the whole world, the whole West being 
*in agreement with us.” And what does that mean? You 
were, in fact, more than two hundred bishops who were in 
agreement with thee in all things whereof thou wast making 
inquiry ; thou didst, in fact, demand of them by no means to 
tell the truth. For to the report of the bishops who are 
with me are affixed the signatures of bishops whose cities are 
known beyond doubt ; how many of these / hast thou verified ? 
For suppose that we were, as thou dost say, thirty bishops or, 
if thou wilt, ten or as many as thou dost wish; does the 
number establish the trutn of the orthodox and a true Council, 


1 Labbe (Mansi), iv. 1425 c: ai of pey ovved3pevoarres, rat rKavorierty EEEVeyrarres 
«ara T0v aiperiwoy NeoTopiov por Ths rabaiptoeous, Erpuev bmetp robs Hraxooiovs, tf 
amaons Ths oixovutrys ovareypero, rpmbnqpicoperys huiv rai nacns Ths dvoews, 
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or [ensure] its enacting and maintaining what is right? What 
then has the Emperor censured in thee and blamed in 
thee? * We have assembled an oecumenical Council in order 
* that generally and by general consent the inquiry concerning 
© the faith may be confirmed before all men. And thou hast 
© known our project and hast willed to divide the Council that 
' there might not be a general examination, and that the faith 
* might not be confirmed before all men clearly and accurately 
* by the general consent of all men. But now all the pious 
* bishops, to whom TI have sent [word] to assemble, have not 
* as8embled, while the coming of John, bishop of the great city 
* of Antioch, together with the other metropolitans, is very 
*nigh. Further, even those who were present have not 
* deliberated with them nor have agreed with one another ; nor 
* further has there been [held] the inquiry concerning the faith 
*as it ought to have taken place or according to the letters 
* which have been at all times sent by us.” 

You have written unto him either as unto one who has surely 
erred or as those who play or as unto one who was playing 
with you, since in whatsoever you have said unto him you 
have said nothing else unto him / than whatsoever he said of 
his own purpoce: that you have done all things without 
waiting for those who were far off and without having 
deliberated with those who were present, but [that] you have 
Separated yourselves from those who were with you, and by 
yourselves you have made examination. You have, indeed, 
Separated yourselves from those who were ready to come for 
a general examination, and you have not examined the things 
which concerned the faith in the right manner, those things 
concerning which there was inquiry being brought forward by 
question and being solved ; and so you would have exculpated 
yourselves in the eyes of all men. If then you had not done 
this, you would justly have made excuses in the report to the 
Emperor ; but if you deny not the things which the Emperor 
has accused you of having unrighteously done, and if you put 
them in your defence, what else rather is to be conceived than 


: Nestorius is here paraphrasing the document given on p. 1179. No new 
paragraph is marked here in the Syriac text, 
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that which men think of an idle talker, or as if men told tales 
in play to their piaymates and had the assurance to write 
them down? Youcall that an oecumenical Council which was 
Separated from the bishops who were waiting until the whole 
Council should assemble, in defiance of him who has rebuked 
you because of it, and thou wouldest have persuaded them that 
all authority should be given unto those who by reason of their 
great numbers transgressed justice against those who observed 
/ the [commands] of the Emperor and of the truth and of the 
whole Council, for no other reason than that owing to their 
great number they surpassed those who observed the com- 
mands, But you would not have dared to say this except 
to those who were your playmates for whatever reason it 
might be. 

So I come to speak of the present. But perhaps some one 
will say : © Busy not thyself much with that, but inform us how 
they deprived thee not justly, after what has been written 
© by thee and by Cyril?* * For if all those things which ought 
*to be examined are examined, what art thou advantaged ? 
*For thou art rebuked even by these men, yea, even by all 
*men, In this let us rather investigate above all what we 
* ought properly to imagine, and let us not be turned aside 
*from orthodoxy either by the premature decision of this man 
* or by reason of thine own sufferings.” But I was not willing 
to recount and to tell my own concerns nor again to accuse 
others, and especially when the Council is named ; but the 
faith also was corrupted and calumniated on account of mine 
own self! in such wise that that of the heretics was confirmed 
by the judgement and examination of the Council. 

Constraint therefore is upon us to prove how their assembly 
and their judgement were carried out, and to prove unto all 
men. from those things which all men confess to have been 
written that there was neither judgement nor examination, 
that we may not / be bound as by the judgement of a Council. 
The things which God has not allowed to be hidden but has 
iaid bare by their own hand, by those who have done and have 
written down the things which happened—these [are the 


1 Syr. pars6phd. 
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things] which we also are writing down and are explaining 
unto those who rise up and dispute with us whether these 
things are 80; $0 that, if one lights upon the documents of the 
Council which have been drawn up by them, one learns that 
they are so and not otherwise, and one knows the calumny 
which was [uttered] by the Council against the orthodox and 
[the things] which were repudiated by those who were in 
truth orthodox as [were] those which were [directed] against 
Athanasius and Eustethius and ten thousand others. Let us 
see then in order how the Records have been drawn up by 


them against me. 


BOOK II. PART I 


From the Records of the things which were done against me 
at Epheswus." 


Peter, priest of Alexandria and chief of the secretaries * 
Says : © When formerly the reverend Nestorius received con- 
secration to become bishop of the holy church of Constanti- 
nople, and a few days were passed by, his homilies which 
disturbed those who read them were brought by certain 
men from Constantinople, so / that there arose on that 
account much disturbance in the holy church. When then 
the reverend bishop of Alexandria, Cyril, learned this, he 
wrote one letter and a s8econd unto his reverence, full of 
counsels and warning ; and in reply to these he wrote that 
he listened not, hardening himself and resisting the things 
which were written. And withal again, when the reverend 
bishop, Cyril, learned that letters and books of his homilies 
had been sent by him to Rome, he also wrote to the 
pious bishop of the church of Rome, Celestinus, by the 
hand of the deacon Poseidonius, whom he commanded, 
[saying], © if thou findest that the books and the homilies 
* and the letters have been delivered, give also these things 


1 Labbe (Mansi), iv, 1128 : Iltrpos npeoBurepos 'AxefavBpeias, wal npypuurnypos 
voTapliov, etmev. "ErTi npirepoy Toy evaaBeoratrou NeoTopiov XemporovnOtyros Emwoxomwovu 
Ty dyig KevoTavrivounoATrwy txxAnolg, ral Twoy ov» mohkav BiaFpapovoay huepay, 
mapmvexOnoay imo Ths KavoTavrwvoundAews naph Twov tfmryhous abrov, ExTAapaTTOVIAL 
Tovs dvaywworovras, ws moAby ti TOUTOV Tais dryious Exxanoias yeverbai TOY ObpuBov. 
TouTo puabay 6 evoeBeorarTos rat VeooeBeortaTOS Ths AkefavBpeias Emioromos Kipihaos, 
typaye npwrny rat devrepay EmoToOATy mpds Thy ebRaBeuay avroi, ovuBovhiis wal 
napaweoews yeuovons, npos Tavras dvreypapev dvavevoy, rat tvarriovuevos Tos 
dneoTaruevois, Kai npos Tovros rt paboay 6 avros evnaBeoraros Emioromos Kvpinaos, 
6r4 «al els Thy *Pwpmy dneoTdhmoay nap' avror emoroAai, rat BiBANia Tov tfmymoewv 
avrov, eypaye xat avros mpos Toy beoovePes ratov Emiokomov Ths 'Pwpys KeaxeoTivoy Id 
Nooe:Seviov Tov brarovor, evrunrayuevos avrg, rimep t evpebeir) anoZobevra avrg rd 
BiBXia Tav tfmynoewy avron, rat al temoTorati, anvdos rai Th map' tuo ypaupuara. 
& 3 yuh, dyaye avra evrauda py dmobobevra., obros evpar Tas tfiyhoes ral rds 
tmoTonds avroy dwodobeions, dvayraicws rat avrds imodebore* rat yeypenrne Th 
eix6ra mapd Tov 0orwrarov Emoromov Ths "Pwpaioy txrihyoias KeaeoTivouv, Timo 
(v. 1. T6nov) avepoy mepitxovra. tmet ov tu Baoihnon rai Beoqpiaols veruaros 5 
ayia vuay ovyrerperhru ovvodos evranha, dvabibagroper dvayraiws, &ri BY Tous ml 
TovToSs xapras perd xeipas Exouer npos 7) napeorapuevoy Th buay BeogeBeig. 

? Syr. nitare” = Lat, notari, 
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« which have been written by me ; but if not, bring them 
« back hither without now delivering them.” But when he 
found that his letter and his homilies had been delivered, 
necessarily also he delivered [those of Cyril]. And those 
things which were proper, containing a well-known rule,” were 
written by the pious [and] saintly bishop of the church of 
Rome, Celestinus. Because then, by the injunction of the 
godly Emperor, your holy Council has met here, we 
necessarily inform you that we have in our hands the 


papers concerning these things, with a view to [doing] 

whatever is pleasing unto your Piety.' 

/ Nestorius. Cyril then is the persecutor and the accuser, 
while I am the persecuted ; but it was the Council which 
heard and judged my words and the emperor who assembled 
ſit]. If then he* was on the bench of judges, what indeed 
Shall I say of the bench of judges? He was the whole 
tribunal, for everything which he said they all said together, 
and without doubt it is certain that he in person took the 
place of a tribunal for them.* For if all the judges had been 
assembled and the accusers had risen in their place and the 
accused aiso likewise, all of them would equally have had 
freedom of speech, instead of his being in everything both 
accuser and emperer and judge. He did all things with 
authority, after excluding from authority him * who had been 
charged by the emperor, and he exalted himself; and he 
assembled all those whom he wanted, both those who were 
far of and those who were near, and he constituted himself 
the tribunal. And I was summoned by Cyril who had 
assembled the Council, even by Cyril who was the chief 
thereof. Who was judge? Cyril. And who was the accuser ? 
Cyril. Who was bishop of Rome? Cyril. Cyril was every- 
thing. Cyril was the bishop of Alexandria and took the place 
of the holy and saintly bishop of Rome, Celestinus. 

/ Who would have believed that these things happened s0, 
if God had not obliged them to tell [them] and to write [them] 
down and to send [them] unto all the world > For all those 


1 Syr. flphos = Gk. rvwos, See p. xv. * Vis, Cyril. 
3 Literally : © his pros6pon was certainly for them for a tribunal ”. 
* V7a. Candidianus. 
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who were his [followers] read them and believe not that they 
happened $0, and they doubt even about themselves, since 
they would rather trust things which happened in dreams than 
these, if they were thus as they did happen. What need was 
there for a Council, when this man was everything ? That 
these things then were 80 you will learn from what happened 
at Ephesus; for Memnon says that : * since the period which 
*was fixed in the letters of the pious and most Christian 
* Emperor, sixteen days have passed.'* And he, in that he 
was lord of the Council, made use precisely of |these words] : 
* Cyril, bishop of Alexandria, says: This great and holy 
* Council has been patient enough, waiting for the coming of 
* the godly bishops, who are expected to come.' * 

Nestorius. Is it not evident even to the unintelligent that 
he was in everything? By him then, who was busied in every- 
thing, I was summoned. And before what tribunal? To 
what judgement ? To what inquiry? Tell me. * This great 
*and holy Council has been patient enough, having waited 
* / Sixteen days.” Thou sayest that it has waited enough ; and 
you were not ashamed to have written this as an excellent 
reason whereby you were constrained not to wait for the 
bishops who were far off who were constrained to come, and 
who had been delayed in coming by an important reason and 
besought you to wait for them—those also who were near 
and whose coming was by no means unimportant. They were 
unavoidably delayed these days, if not more, in order that 
they might rest from their hardship in journeying by road 
and by ship, both for rest and for needful purposes and for 
the sake of visiting one another and those who were sick and 
were in need thereof, and especially because of those persons * 
who were taking the place of those who were absent from the 
Council, in those things wherein constraint had been laid upon 


1 Labbe (Mansi), iv. 1129 D : Me&wrwy tnicxonos moAews "Eptoov elmev. And 
Ths Gpuoperys mpobeopias tv TÞ evoeBer rat Beoguht? ypdppari, maphhBoy Tutpa 


* [d. ib, : Kipinnos enioxonos 'AkefarBpeias elmer* *Aprovyrws þ dyia rat puerydan 
airy ouvodos bhiexapripyoer, txbexopiy Tiw iqpifw Tay fifkew mpoobornbirruv 
BeopracaoTaray tmOxonwy., 

3 Syr. parsophe* = Gk. nptowna. 
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them. Although it were indeed the day which was fixed and 
[on which] the convocation ought to have taken place, if any- 
thing were to happen 80 that it should be delayed, another 
additional day would rightly be granted, even as among men 
there are many causes which come upon them of necessity, 50 
that things are not done in accordance with the strict provisions 
of the appointed period. But it was not the day of the convo- 
cation, but that of the coming ; for the day of the convocation 
had been decreed by the authority of the Count. Thou didst 
thyself usurp [that authority], in that in thy senseless boldness 
thou hadst confidence in those who would justify thee per- 
versely. For thou / lovest to persuade and thou art such that 
thou dost disregard thoze who are present and dost require 
those who are far off and dismissest those who are present at 
the Council and lookest for those who are far off; and thou 
holdest the Council without those who are Aar off having 
arrived. And he held a Council by himself, before the general 
Council and summoned those who participated not with him, 
that there might be a Council before the Council of all the 
bishops. And they testified unto him that he should put no 
confidence in this Council, to which he summoned me also, 
even making use of violence, and of such violence and force 
that it would not be believed, were any one to recount [it] ; 
but it has been revealed by those who have written. Seditious 
persons indeed filled the city with idle and turbulent men, who 
were assembled together by Memnon, bishop of Ephesus ; and 
he was at their head and was making them run about armed 
in the city, in such wise that every one of us fled and hid 
himself and had resort to caution and saved himself in great 
fear, as it is also casy to learn from the language of those who 
were sent. The latter came under the pretence indeed of 
Summoning me unto the Council in order that it might be 
testified that we were not amongst those who recognized not 
the Council before the coming of all the bishops ; but in reality 
they came to carry me off by assault and by violence and to 
Spread the rumour about me that * he has surely perished, / and 
his mouth has been closed over his blasphemies ' ; or to deprive 
me after I had been questioned, 


-200] Violence at Ephesus 135 


Hear now from the language of Fuvenalius that these things 
were $aid.” 

Fuvenalius, bishop of Ferusalem, says :* © But because a 
crowd of Romans surrounded his house, and since the pious 
bishops came and said : © Let none come nigh there; it is 
known that with no good conscience did he decline to come 
unto the holy Council.” * 


Nestorins. You see of how much tyranny I made use and 
how far I was liable to accusation, because, for the purpose of 
rescuing myself from the conspirators who rose up against 
me, I had need to post soldiers around my house to guard me, 
that they might not come against me with violence and destroy 
me! Thou accusest me of posting soldiers around my house : 
[it was] not that they might do any wrong unto you but that 
they might hinder you from doing wrong unto me. From 
the fact that you reproach us with posting soldiers, it is clear 
that if they had not first been posted around me and been a 
wall for me, I should have been destroyed by violent men. 
What indeed would you have called / those who adjured you 
beforehand that there should not be an unrighteous Council ? 
Were you assembled for the [end] for which you were sum- 
moned? You made the Council for yourselves and not for 
us ; you expelled those men from the Council and of your- 
selves you acted for yourselves just as you wished, and you 
listened not unto those who called upon you not to hold a 
Council but to wait for the bighops who had been summoned 
with you and who were nigh unto coming. Now therefore 
for what purpose did you summon us after all this violence? 
Who will hold out and not weep when he remembers the 
wrongs which were [done] in Ephesus? It is well [that] they 
were against me and against my life and not for the sake of 
impiety! For I should not have had need of these words as 
touching a man who was capable of retribution but only as 
touching our Saviour Jesus Christ, who is a just judge and for 


1 So marked in the Syriac text as the heading of a new section. 

2 Labbe (Mansi), iv. 1137 A, B: "IovBerdnos tmigronos TepocoAtpwr elme* . .. 
tneid7 38 ovornua oTparwwrav nepiaThoas T@Þ Big oixrhuari, ws of maparyevouerot 
beooveBtorarou tmioxonui xartbevro, ov ovyxwper mpooievas, ShjAbs txrw, obx dyaby 
(v.l. ov xabaps) r@ ovvabor: Thy els Thy dyiav ovvodoy qpifry naparovuryos. 
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whose sake I have been content even to endure patiently that 
the whole bodily frame of Chrtst may not be accused. But 
now they invent [stories] concerning me, because I have not 
been able to be silent when I am accused on the subject of the 
dispensation on our behalf, so that of necessity I am excusing 
myself and am persuading all men who say : * he has been the 
cause of this disturbance and disorder ' ; and I prove myself 
Sincere, because I have been vexed by him? and because of 
those who have written against me. But thou indeed / wast 
the first to sit in the midst of our judges, and because there 
were no accusers, in that they were judges, they put up to 
accuse me Theodotus, bishop of Ancyra in Galatia, and 
Acacius, bishop of Melitene, who was the interrogator. 

Theodotus. But Theodotus first replied that he had indeed 
had s8ome conversation with me but had not told him* the 
conversation, and the latter asked him not concerning what 
his speech was, in order that he might judge both con- 
versations as a judge and accept the one and reject the other 
as having evidently fallen into impiety ; but it was enough for 
him only that [there should be] an accusation. 


Theodotus, bishop of Ancyra, says : ©I am grieved indeed 
for a friend, but verily I value the fear of God more than all 
love, and consequently it is a necessity for me, although 
with great sorrow, to speak the truth regarding those things 
of which there is question ; I think not, however, that our 
own testimony is required, since his opinion has been made 
known in the letters unto thy Godliness; for those things 
which he there said are not to be said of God, that is, of the 
Only-begotten, counting human qualities a degradation unto 
him, he says also in conversation here that it is not right to 
Say of God that he has been suckled nor that he was born 
/ of a virgin ; thus here also he has many times said © I 
Say not that God was two or three months old ”.' ? 


1 Vis. Cyril. 

* Labbe (Mansi), iv. 1181 s, © : ©c&680r0s tnioxonos 'Ayropoy edmev. *OBurapat 
jev imep pikov. nv ndoys pialas mporyue Thy eotBuav, Bd dvayriy Exw wal 
per@ monnijs Gvplas, mepi by Eparapa, Thv G\nBaar xqpava (vl. inppacar), ob 
ol pac xpeiav eva Ths huav paprepias, rod pporhuaros avron Fhaov yeyernutrov tk 
Toy ypappares Tov pos Thy ov BrootBuav, & ydp tri dmrybpevae mept Tod Ocod 
AGyov Atyeobai, TovrtoTi TOY poroyevors, Wwedicay avrg T4 dvBpwmva, rabra wail 
tyraita hiakeybueros th ph belv nept ©4009 Atye yaharrorpopiar, unde yerrnov 
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Nestorius. They have not examined these things as judges, 
nor further has he spoken as before examiners and judges, but 
he stood forth as the witness of a judge-accuser. 

Theodotus. * The things indeed which he there rejected 
as not to be said of God, that is, of the Only-begotten, 
counting human qualities a dishonour unto him, he says also 
in conversation here—that it is not right that one should 
say of God that he has been suckled nor that he was born 
of a virgin ; thus here also he has said that © I say not that 
God was two or three months old ”.” 

Nestorius. And he! accepted it without examination as a 
judge-accuser, without asking him anything, either : © What 
*Said he unto thee when he said these things here ? ' or © what 
*didst thou say in reply to these things whereinsoever he 
*seemed against thee? Wait ; speak before us that we may 
*know in what sense he has rejected these very things, in 
* order that we may not accept without reason an accusation 
* against him while he is far off and pass sentence against him 
* without examination and without inquisition before those 
*who need to learn exactly for what reason he has been con- 
*demned. Thus also the accused will not be able to deny and 
*he will have no cause / to accuse me of respect for persons. 
* Therefore, O Theodotus,— thou hast conversed with him—if 
*then thou art accurately acquainted with his opinion, since 
* thou hast questioned him and he has returned answer unto 
* thee, [thou knowest that] he says: © I do not say that God 
**is two or three months old”. Does he say [this] unto 
* thee, as one who says that Christ is not God, that he was 
*two or three months old, or does he confess that Christ is 
* God but was not as God born nor [as God] became two or 
* three months old ?? ? 

Thou * then, [dost thou confess] that God was born of a 
woman and that he was two or three months old, as though 
Thy *# naptevov* oro kat evravba no\ndms Eqn, Byumvaiov 4 Tprumvaiov ply Beiv 
Atyeobai Oevv. 

This section of Nestorius' defence is discussed in Bethune-Baker, [Vestorius 
and his Teaching, ch. v. Dr. Bethune-Baker's conclusions are anticipated in 
Neander, Church History (Eng. Tr. 1855), vol. iv, p. 175. 


1 Vie. Cyril. 2 No new paragraph is marked here in the Syriac text. 
3 Vie. Theodotus. 
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his own owsia were changed into the ozvsia of a man and he 
was born and became two or three months old, or [was he as] 
one who was changed in his likeness and in his s-/A/ma into 
the likeness and into the sc/4ma of a man by means of the 
ousia ard that Christ is to be conceived in the one ovsia of 
God and not in two owsias ; and if in two, [canst thou explain] 
in what way two [issued] from the one 0z57a of God the Word ? 
Or [was he formed] of two distinct and unlike ozszas and was 
he born with both of them? Or was he born one of these and 
did it become two or three months old, as though it had not 
existed before it was born and became two or three months 
old ? Or did the ows:a exist eternally and not have a beginning 
in being born and becoming two or three months old, whereas 
he had not in ozs:@ that / which those who are born have of 
necessity? Or was he born by adoption of the ozes:a in the 
birth of the flesh? For if he | had thus been questioned, he 
would have confessed of necessity what he s8aid before the 
Eastern bishops, when he was questioned in writing-—that 
the Only-begotten Son of God created and was created, the 
Same but not in the same [ous:a]; the Son of God suffered 
and suffered not, the same but not in the same [ors] ; for 
[some] of these things are in the nature of the divinity and 
[others] of them in the nature of the humanity. He suffered 
all human things in the humanity and all divine things in the 
divinity; for birth from a woman is human but birth from 
the Father is without beginning, whereas the former [is] in the 
beginning, and the one is eternal while the other is temporal.* 

Since he * was suffocated by the truth, he was not able to 
dissemble his opinion—he who was constrained by the result of 
the examination to set these things down in writing ; and as 
is the manner of a dog which, being tied up by force, dissembles 
its bad habits and, as s0on as it has escaped from its leash, 
flees to its hole with its companions and barks at those who 
caught hold of it and dares not come out and fight in the open 
but, remaining within, lays back its ears and puts its tail 
between its legs, thus also he dared not promise them that he 
would speak and conquer by reprimanding nor [do] any such 

I Vis, Theocdotus, * No new paragraph is marked here in the Syriac text. 


The Emudence of Acacius 


thing as those would normally do who were confident in their 
own cause, I mean [as any one] of them who should take his 
stand upon the Divine / Scriptures and the traditions and the 
instructions of the holy fathers, and win the victory. 

But hear these things, howbeit not as though I were 
speaking. He dares not speak openly of what he says nor 
establish from the Divine Scriptures nor from the fathers what 
they have. spoken nor how they have spoken. Nor again was 
he constrained to agree to what he had said nor to set it down 
in writing. But it is right to tell what I consider to be the 
truth. He? was the first to withhold it in order that they * 
might not know all the conversation and all the inquiry 
which was [held] by us, recounting those things against which 
they could not say aught. For this reason they wrote them 
not down, not even in the Records, except only * it was not 
* right to say of God that he was suckled nor that he was 
- © merely born of a virgin'. They made examination | only | 
as far as was pleasing unto them; but we will indeed speak 
of these things presently. 

After him came Acacius and recounted unto them the con- 
versation which he had with me and which was considered by 
them [to contain] impossible things. But he recounted his 
question, accusing me and not by way of reprimand nor 
sincerely by means of thosc things wherein he was confident ; 
but they accepted his questions as accusations. And lest 
/ you $hould suppose that I am creating * these things, hear 
from them their own Records, 


1 he Conversation of Acacius, Bishop of Melitene.* 


*As 800n as I came to the city of Ephesus, I held [a 
conversation] with this man, who has been mentioned 
Shortly before, and when I knew that he thought not 


1 Vis, Theodotus. 2 Sec, the bishops. 3 See crit, n., P. 399. 

* Labbe (Mansi), iv. 1181 D: . , , napaxphpa tmwras Th 'Epeoiwy nou, 
tnomoduny mpds ro elpnpevoy dvipa Biddefiv. wat vors ary ove pts (v.11. op6e) 
$porourra, navroiws avroy tomoviaca Fop6ornodai, rat anoorhra To) morn por 
pporhuaros, avrov $e-txeivov Ewpwy Tois xeineor ovvoporoyourra, Gri bn) peraTiberat 
Ths Tocaurys Evvolas. huepas 32 Fexa + bwbexa Krakmav, naw AGyov TwOs rinberros, 
dvyTeAaBbuny rod Ths Exnbeias Alyou* rat dvrimimrovra avrov Tory twpwy, rai Bvo 
drbnois xara 70 avro tyivuorkov mepirinrew, mporepoy jty yap tu Ths avrouv 
tnepwrhoeaus dT6nov obons dvtryrmy emeritu Tois droKproperos, t} nivry aprqoaud'sar 
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correctly, in every way the weight of the burden was upon 
me to set him correct and to lead him away from his 
opinion, and I saw that he confessed with his lips that he 
was abandoning any such opinion. But when I had delayed 
ten or twelve days, when again some discussion had been 
raised between us, I began to speak on behalf of the correct 
faith and I saw that he held what was contrary to this, and 
I perceived that he had fallen into two wrongs simul- 
taneously. First indeed [in] his own question which was 
improper ; he imposed on those who returned answer the 
necessity of cither denying entirely that the divinity of 
the Only-begotten became incarnate or of confessing what 
is an impiety—that both the divinity of the Father and that 
of the Holy Spirit were found in body with the Word. 


Nestorinus. Some questioned [and] others answered that 
these things consisted in absurdities and impiety ; they confess 
and agree to the word / for which I have reprimanded them 
and, after what they have confessed, they will be condemned 
as impious. Would any one suppose that it was an [act of] 
oppression, when they have written down these things in their 
Records and make all the world testify against themselves ? 
For $suppose that my question was absurd : thou oughtest 
not to have accepted it but to have proved the absurdity 
of the question, in order that, as a result of correcting the ques- 
tion, thou mightest not fall into passing over impiety and 
absurdity ; but, in accepting a question absurd for religion, 
thou hast therefrom in the next place come to the impiety of - 
confessing either that God the Word, the Son of God, was 
not made man or that the Father and the Spirit also were 
made man ; that then to which thou didst agree when thou 
wast questioned thou oughtest to have made void.' 

Yet although, like the other, thou hast not corrected me, let 
us grant that thou hast not fallen into this absurdity voluntarily 
or involuntarily: for what reas9n dost thou not utter this 
Thy Toy poroyevois bebryra tvyvOpannxtvac, tf) Suoroyev, Cmep tv GoeBts, Urimep 
qa warps, wal Tov vic, xat < Tor mveruaros bebrys ovvecaprity 1@ Veg 

* Nau makes certain additions to the text and renders : * that which thou didst 
admit when thou wast interrogated thou oughtest [to establish and that which 
thou didst not admit thou oughtest] to bring to an end, No new paragraph is 
marked here in the Syriac text. 
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absurd question whereby you wish to condemn me? But thou 
dost not utter it nor do the judges even require it. And if it 
is $0 absurd, how has it been left unconfuted, in such wise as 
not to be confuted by all your Council? And if you all leave 
it unconfuted and if there was none among you capable of con- 
futing it, utter [this] absurd question, examine it, although you 
are judges [only] in sc/4ma, and write down this question in 
schtma for those / who have intelligence and are ready to 
examine your judgement. But on account of your incapacity 
you remained in darkness, 80 that you were not even able to , 
see things which were evident. But God rather helped you in 
your interrogation to write down these things that it might be 
evident unto all men that the enmity was without cause. 

But from what can this be proved? From those things 
which they have set down in | their] cunning writings, in the 
judgement without condemnation. From now hear those things 
wherein they have placed the deposit of the faith of our fathers 
who. were assembled at Nicaeca, on two of which we shall rely 
as on testimonies which will not be declined by him; and we 
Shall make use of them both against them, whether they act by 
examination, ,or in the likeness of those who accept them with- 
out examination, because they are the judges and they are the 
judged, like those who account themselves judges in fables and 


Stories. 


The faith which was laid down by the fathers at Nicaea. 

*We believe in one God, the Father Almighty, Maker of all 
*things which are visible and which are invisible, and in One 
*Lord Jesus Christ, the Only-begotten Son of God, who was be- 
* gotten of the Father, / that is, of the essence' of the Father. . .'* 


. + . and first laying down the names of the two natures 
which indicate that these are common, without the Sonship 


1 Syr. 'ithiithd4. 
? The Syriac scribe adds in a note: © Here some leaves have fallen out.” 


Between the quotation from the Creed and that from Nestorius' letter, Nau 
inserts the title R/ponse et comparatson des lettres taken from the Syriac trans- 
lator's summary., Certainly Nestorius here passes from the historical section to 
a resumption of the doctrinal discussion based on a comparison of his own and 
Cyril's letters, 


Rs 
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or the Lordship being separated and without the natures, in 
the union of the Sonship, coming into danger of corruption 
and of confusion.! 


Observe then first who reduces and takes away from the 
deposit which has been laid down by the fathers, but lets not 
[anyone else] steal aught therefrom. This man * [it is] who 
has made no mention of the beginning and avoided the begin- 
ning and made a beginning which they laid not down but in 
this wise passed over the beginning and wished not to make 
a beginning therefrom, whereas [it is] I who have established 
the things which the fathers rightly said, and I said that we 
would make a beginning from here showing also the cause 
wherefore they first laid down the names which are common 
to the divinity and the humanity and then built up thereon the 
tradition of the Incarnation * and of the Sufferings and of 
the Resurrection, * first laying down the names of the two 
«natures which indicate that these are common, without the 
*Sonship or the Lordship being separated and without the 
* natures, in the union of the Sonship, coming into danger of 
* corruption and of confusion.” Why then /hast thou passed by 
these things as superfluous, as things which ought not to be 
Said ? Was it because thou didst suppose that it was the same 
and people ought not to speak thus, but that it was enough for 
them to begin thence whence thou didst begin and didst make 
a beginning and correct them? But those [fathers] anathe- 
matize those who make additions or diminutions, but they have 
done improperly and not according to the opinion of the 
fathers. But he gave a contrary explanation when I said unto 


1 For the reading of the Creed and Nestorius' Letter at the Council, see 
Labbe (Mansi), iv. 1137 and 1169 ; the text of the letter is in Labbe (Mansi), 
iv. 892 5g.; Lovoſs, Nestoriana, p. 173. The passage quoted is in Labbe 
(Mansi), iv. 893 B, C : . . . iva r@v bvoutrav T@v pvoewr txaTtpur (v.1. rhs pvoews 
txartpas / T&y pvocoy txarTipas) rowav TWway on pavTiEav mroraptrov, whre TE THS 
vioryros at xvpuryros Thuyyras, pre Th Tay pLocay bw TE Ths vibryros porabup 
Tyyxvoces dpariougp rwbuvery. 

* Vis. Cyril. Nestorius' point is that the Fathers at Nicaea begin by using 
the words * Lord ' and © Son”, which are applicable to both natures, while Cyril 
"11g *God the Word", which is not. Cp. Labbe (Mansi), iv. 888 Þ, 

B. 
3 Sc, evavOpwnyos. 
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him that * this is the beginning and thence rather ought we to 
begin whence I have admonished thee '. But he was disputing 
against me as though in his wisdom he were teaching all men, 
lest through their ignorance they should fall short of this 
impiety. For what reason then, when thou didst lay down the 
faith, didst thou also not begin from here whence they began 
as touching that which was under inquiry? For we were 
searching how we ought naturally to understand and to speak 
of these properties of the flesh and of the rational soul and 
of the properties of God the Word, secing that [either] they 
both belonged by nature to (rod the Word, or to Christ, s0 
that both natures were united by the very union of one 
pros0pon. But I said and affirmed that the union is in the 
one pros/pon of the Messiah, and I made known in every way 
that God the Word was made man and that God the Word 
was at the same time in the humanity, / in that Christ was 
made man in it. And for this reason the fathers, in teaching 
us what Christ is, about whom they used to dispute, laid down 
first those things which constitute Christ ; but thou |actest] 
in the reverse way, because thou wishest that in the two 
natures God the Word should be the pros%p0r of union. Thou 
allowest these things | to pass] as superfluous and thou makest 
a beginning after them, as they do; and thou transferrest 
from the one unto the other all those things of which Christ 
is naturally [formed] and said. And since the Christ of the 
fathers is the opposite of thine, thou hast declined to acknow- 
ledge him and thou sayest with me, though thou wishest not, 
that Christ is in two natures but that God the Word is not 
in two natures. , 

But hear [an extract] from what he has written unto me, 
that you may know that there is nothing just in him but that 
he is arranging in everything that there may not be a judge- 
ment and an examination, which would make known his 
enmity toward me, which was not on account of the 
faith. 


Diverse are the natures which have come unto a true 
union ; but from them both | there has resulted] one Christ 
and Son, not because the diversity in the natures has been 
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abolished by reason of the union, but because they have 
perfected for us rather one Lord and Messiah and Son." 


Not indeed as though the ovs:a of God the Word who 
remains eternally as he is and receives neither addition nor 
diminution, was perfected in a change of natures ; / but owing 


/ to the concourse of the union of the divinity and of the 


humanity there came into being one Christ and not God the 
Word ; for he exists eternally. Christ therefore is the prospon 
of the union, whereas God the Word is not of the union but 
in his own nature, and it is not the same thing to say and to 


_ understand [the one for the other]. And for this reason, O ad- 
” mirable man, the fathers also, adhering to the Divine Scriptures, 


have said © One Lord Jesus Christ the only-begotten Son *, on 
account of the prosipor of the union, and then teach what 
those who are united are, and in whom. Who is he who was 
born of the Father only-begotten? Our Lord Jesus Christ. 
© The only-begotten Son of God, that is, from the ows:a of God 
*the Father. God from God and Light of Light, Very God 
*of Very God, born and not made, consubstantial with the 
* Father, by whom all that is in heaven and in earth was 
*[made].” Of whom have you spoken, O fathers > Of some- 
thing else or him [of | whom you have written before, © One 
* Lord Jesus Christ, the only-begotten Son of God'? Who 
is this and of whom? Of the Father, *Very God of Very 
* God, born and not made, consubstantial with the Father, 
* through whom all was [made], who on account of us men 
*and on account of our salvation came down.' Who is this? 
Tell me and him and all men, O fathers. What is he? 
Another / or the Only-begotten? Him we teach you and 
none other, who © on account of us men and on account of our 
* Salvation came down and was made flesh of the Holy Spirit 
*and of the Virgin Mary, who also was made man'. Thus 
far, then, that * He came down, was made flesh ane was made 


t From Cyril's Second Letter to Nestorius, Labbe (Mansi), iv. 889 a, ©, £: 
wat 74 Giapopo ptr al npds toryra Thy danbiy ovvaxbeion prous, ds BE Ut 
dpuporepay Xproros wat vids. ig Gs Ths Tay pvocoy Hiapopas drnpnutrys bud Thy 
irony, drorercoaray Bt uakkor hair Toy Ga xipor Imoody Kpiordy wat vity, . . . 
J» yep 6 dnrabys tbr 1@ naoxorr: obpar: « » . GAX” &s Tra xat Tov avroy npooruvouyres, 
ore py GAAGTpeoy TY Adyov T0 o@pn avrod, ped" of nat abr ovveSpebe 76 warpe. 
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man *, they have taught us about those things which concern 
the divinity of Christ: and in * He was made flesh' about 
his union with the flesh; but for the rest, about the flesh 
wherein he was made flesh: © One Lord Jesus Christ, the only- 
begotten Son of God.' For does not *of the Holy Spirit 
and of the Virgin Mary' teach us concerning the birth of 
the flesh? * One Lord Jesus Christ, the only-begotten Son 
of God.' What is his nature? That which his Mother also 
was, of whom the passible flesh was born. And *© He suffered 
*and rose on the third day and ascended into heaven and 
* will come to judge the living and the dead'. Who is this? 
* One Lord Jesus Christ, the only-begotten Son of the Father.” 
They call him both things : © consubstantial with the Father * 
and © consubstantial with the mother, one Lord Jesus Christ ', 
[speaking not of |] God the Word as in both [ozs:as] by nature, 
but of © one Lord Jesus Christ, the only-begotten Son of God '. 
For the union is in the prospor and not in the nature nor in 
the ows:a, but a union indeed of ovs:as, namely, the 9usia of 
God the Word and the ors/a of the flesch; and they were 
united not in the ovusza—for God the Word and the flesh 
became not one 05:4 and the two ous:as became not flesh-— 
[but] God the Word and the flesh { were so united]. And thou 
dost confess all these things with me / when thou sayest that 
the natures of the divinity and of the humanity are diverse 
and that the two natures remain in their own 0z5:4 and that 
their diversities are not made void by the union of the natures ; 
for the two natures complete one Christ and not one God. 

Of what then dost thou accuse me? Speak before all those 
who read our words. For I say this, and when thou hast 
Spoken and confessed [| this], thee too IT have praised for what 
thou hast said, in that in thy discourse thou hast made 
a distinction between the divinity and the humanity and | hast 
united] them in the conjunction of one prosdpor ; and {I have 
praised] thy saying that God the Word had not need of 
a second birth from a woman and that the divinity admits 
not of sufferings; faithfully hast thou spoken; and these 
ſare the words] of those who are correct in their faith and 
are opposed to the wrong faith of all the heresies concerning 
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the Lord's nature. Where then have I said that Christ was 
a mere man or two Christs and that there was not one Lord 
Jesus Christ, the only-begotten Son of God, of the union 
of the two natures one pros0pon? And even unto thee 
thyself I have said, as brother unto brother, that we Should 
not distinguish the union nor the pros9por which [| results] from 
the union. Nor again do we begin from God the Word, as 
from a pros0pon of union, but from him from whom the fathers 
began, who were wiser than thou and who were excellently 
acquainted with the Divine Scriptures. And see how / they 
tear up as from the foundation and destroy all those things 
which effect a change. For if thou referrest all the pro- 
perties of the flesh to God the Word, see that, after stealing, 
as thou hast said, the properties of the natures, thou dost not 
say those things which the three hundred and eighteen fathers 
have with one voice and with one mouth and with one con- 
science rejected : that there was when God the Word was 
not, that is, [that] when his flesh was not, then God the Word 
was not; that is, that, before his flesh was born, he was not. 
In that thou hast said that he made for himself all the pro- 
perties, 50 then God the Word was born of things which were 
not, because his flesh. was [formed] of things which were not, 
unless thou darest to say that the flesh itself has eternally ' 
existed and sayest that God the Word was of another 4ypo- 
stasts and another ovs:ia, and not of that of the Father but 
of that of which the flesh was, and [that] God the Word is 
changeable and corruptible on account of his flesh which is 
therein.” For the fathers anathematize those who predicate 
these of God the Father. 

Now God the Word is not of them both in oz5:a, nor again 
is God the Word in flesh, nor is God the Word of two nor is 
God the Word two natures. / For herein only, in his being 
co-essential * with the Father, is God the Word conceived. 
For he was made flesh and was revealed in flesh ; but if he 
was made flesh in the flesh, it is evident that [it was] in that 
"Te which had been made, and he who was made flesh in 


. "Ithyd "ith == esentialiter, aeterne (Payne-Smith, Thes. 5 ol. 
iz. the hypostasrs and the ousia, og GS 908) 
: = bar *ithithd = * coeternal * or * coexistent ?. 
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that which was made made not his own ozs:4 the flesh, so as 
to make the properties of the nature of the ovs:a of the flesh 
his own properties, but with a view to the revelation he carried 
out all the operations of his pros9ponu. For he made use of 
the likeness and of the pros9por of a servant, not the ozvs:@ nor 
the nature, in such wise that he was by nature in them both, 
as being Christ. What? therefore has carried him * away to 
find another way and a beginning apart from that which the 
fathers had made, so that he came to anathematize all those 
things which had been said by them and of necessity to say all 
those things which had been anathematized by them ? But he 
first laid down the | words] of the fathers, as though he wished 
to convince them, and to say *I have said the same things as 
they ', and then to accuse me as though I spoke not in the 
same way as they. But after he found that I said the same as 
they and that I maintained their own [views], he began to lay 
down laws and to substitute those terms which they had not 
said, and to introduce them into the ſaith, persuading [every 
one] that he ought to embrace the latter instead of the former. 
For thus it was said of God the Word, when he*® $said that 
he / existed before the worlds and was born of the Father and 
was born in flesh of a woman. But where have the fathers 
Said that God the Word was born in flesh of a woman? 
Require him to state tne deposit of the fathers which they 
have laid down for all men and to which also, thou hast well 
said, we ought to adhere in words and in faith. If then 
thou keepest thy promise in deeds, it is right ; for he who has 
not spoken as the fathers have spoken is guilty. Prove then 
that the fathers have spoken this word, then condemn me with 
an anathema in the manner of one who has transgressed the 
books and the deposit of the ſathers, although ten thousand 
times I have excused myself and said that I imagined not 
otherwise in mine imagination, Or if not, let not alone who- 
soever has defiled aught that the fathers have said in the 
terms which have been fixed by them. For those terms which 


-217] 


1 Syr, © wherefore ”'; the translation assumes that the preposition prefixed to 
Imdnd, * wherefore ?, is redundant (Payne-Smith, 7hes. Syr., ii, 1868, 8). 

* Vis. Cyril. 3 Viz. St. Paul ; cp. Gal. iv. 4. 
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have been fixed by them ought by all means to be observed, 
although we have often neglected to explain them ; for if any 
one otherwise makes use of them, s8uch as they are, [he ought 
to do 80, ] not as with a view to suppression nor a: with a view to 
change nor as with a view to transformation, but that he may 
preserve therein with me such an opinion as is correct, I mean, 
tiat of the fathers. 

What then hast thou to prove concerning this? Did I 
make wrong use of the word which is in the deposit of the 
fathers and ought I to beg for an explanation? Prove unto 
me that God the Word was born / in flesh of a woman and 
then explain how thou understandest that he was born. For 
if thou presupposest it and if thou explainest what has been 
laid down by thee, thou art not accepted by those who accept 
the [words] of the fathers; they are without diminution and 
for this reason they admit neither addition nor diminution nor 
change. For he who explains also establighes those things 
which have been written and surely does not suppress them. 
And if I have made wrong use of the words of the fathers—I 
who would have persuaded [every one] by words not to call 
the holy virgin the mother of God nor would have called 
Christ God * and thou hast been constrained to come against 
me—prove unto me first that I said these things before certain 
men who duly examined us and not before those who inclined 
unto thy side; for thou hast conquered before the latter and 
thou hast made use of them as though they had neither reason 
nor s8oul; and thou hast not presented mine own letter, 
wherein I disputed against thee, as before men, lest thou 
shouldest confuse the words of the fathers; but that thou 
mightest confess one Lord Jesus Christ consubstantial with 
the Father, none other but one and the s8ame who is one 
prosopon of the two natures: of the divinity and of the 
humanity, Lord and Christ ; and this also hast thou confessed. 
It was not therefore because I confessed not that Christ him- 
self—who is also God, and none other than God the Word, 
consubstantial /—is God, but because I confess that he is also 


1 1.e. (presumably) would have objected to the use of * God? and *© Christ ' as 
interchangeable terms. 
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man. If it were that this is $0 and I had not thus confessed, 
in teaching I should have added that Christ is God and con- [f 
Substantial with the Father and at the same time also man | 
consubstantial with us. I should not have cursorily passed 
over the prosdpon of the union and the ovs:a of the divinity,! Is 
as if I were to begin from the common pros9p01 of the divinity | | | 
and of the humanity as if from one ov5:@ of God the Word, } [th 
which they both were; but I should have referred to him Mil 
naturally all the things which concern him and which concern i Fr. 
his flesh, since he is both of them by os. 

Why then dost thou falsely charge the fathers with that which 
they say not? And why again dost thou persuade those who [ 
are unwilling to accept anything apart from the deposit of the MW; 
fathers to accept thine own rather than that of the fathers? | f oF! 


But recollect thyself and read and know and see that they have | 
not said this and that we have not transgressed them as Fl 
ignorant or as wicked men ; but thou findest not that thoge | 
who have written for thee have said that he who was born 

of the Father was born in flesh of a woman, if they have LAH: 
mentioned at all the birth from a woman. How then sayest 1:88 
thou, O calumniator, that © we have found that the holy fathers II 
*thought thus and that they thus were confident in calling the L100 1 
* holy virgin the mother of God. Thus we say that he both 
*/ suffered and rose '? * First prove unto us that the fathers 1 
called her the mother of God or that God the Word was born l! 
in flesh or that he was born at all and at the same time both 
suffered and died and rose, and explain unto us how they say 
that God suffered and rose. But if it has surely been fabricated [ 
by thee, and thou art calumniating | the fathers], how can any one 
withoutdoubtadmit the rest of thesethings? For thou hast made 
them all doubtful, because thou hast not said those things which | 
the fathers have said but hast changed even the very term. For [ J 
although thou hast supposed the same thing that they make ll [5 
known and there is no single distinction between * the Lord I! 
and Jesus Christ' and © God the Word ', and though thou | |; || 


* Altering the punctuation of the Syriac text which puts this stop after Batt: 
* union ?. | 
* From Cyril's Second Letter, Labbe (Mansi), iv. 892 8 : oirws ebphooper Tovs | 
dyiovs neppornxtTas nartpas* obrw THWHapoyuac beorlrov eimeiv THY dyiay napbevor, 


mu ___—— Or - 
> > —— A ICEEIES a - 
. _ _ _ 


— 


-- 


A PI oc 
o -o_ - — <0. * —_— 
_— = 


' 
i 
| 
| 
| 
| 
: 
: 
; 
| 
: 
| 
: 
: 


150 Tur BazaaR of HERACLEIDES [T. 1. [220- 


makest known the same thing by this term or by that, thou 
oughtest not to have made changes but to have explained and 
made clear and to have made use of terms which have been 
laid down by the fathers. But thou couldest not by those 
terms prove God the Word passible and mortal, and for this 
reason thou makest use of ,this term whereby thou canst carry 
away those who know not what each one of them signifies. 
Thus also we understand © He died '; for God the Word 
is immortal indeed in his nature and incorruptible and quick 
and quickening ; but, further, because his body 6y the grace 
of God, as Paul has said, has tasted death for every man," it 
is Said that he bore death for us.* 

By / whom [is this 8aid]? By thee or by the fathers? 
Speak, deceive not the hearers by means of the fathers, by thy 
Statements that thou agreest with their words and their teach- 
ing. Read therefore: where have they said that God the 
Word $uffered? But thou sayest that Divine Scripture has 
Said that God the Word suffered ; read and dissemble not. But 
it exists not for thee to read. For what purpose then dost 
thou calumniate the fathers? Or why dost thou take the faith 
of the fathers as a means for deceiving and forestalling those 
who believe simply and without investigating ? Makest thou 
Sport of those who read as men who reflect not ? Or correct- 
est thou the faith of the fathers, who have not written what 
they ought to have written > For thou first layest it down 
and thou sayest that we ought to agree thereto in words and 
in faith ; but thou adherest not at all thereto and hast not 
even observed the order of the text nor begun whence the 
fathers began, and in addition to these things thou hast referred 
[to God the Word] all those things which have been said by 
them.* And thou hast neither feigned to make use of the 
Same terms nor hast thou adhered to their teaching. For 


1 Heb. ii. 9. 

* From Cyris Second Letter, Labbe (Mansi), iv. 889 ©: rare ro0v Too 82 
Tp6wov xat int Tod Tebvdvai vooduev, ibdvaros yap xard bow, rat ipapros, ral 
Con) wal (woods boww & Tod (vl. tx) Beod Adyos. Enaid) Be mah T0 (Frov abroD 
o@pa xaprrs Geod, xabi pnow 5 Nai\os, brep mavrds tHyeooaro Bavirov, Atyerai 
wabeiy unep Huav. 

5 In the Syriac text this Sentence is given as a question with a mark of 


interrogation. 
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*created * and * made' and * passible ' and * mortal” and all 
such things as the fathers repudiate thou hast predicated of 
the ou5:@ of God the Word, of whom are predicated all those 
things which belong unto the Father in his own 0v5:4 and who 
exists, For thou maintainest that we should so speak as those 
men who have not spoken, and then, to be sure, thou explainest 
/ not, even though indeed thou wouldest preclude God the 
Word from being called passible and mortal, but so as to 
persuade men to say the things, the saying of which the fathers 
have refused. Thus we confess one Lord Christ who took his 
name at birth from the blessed Mary but is indeed man, yea 
even in the death, yea even in the resurrection, yea even in the 
ascension, yea even in his coming from Heaven ; of all these 
things thou now strippest him. * Thus”, thou 8ayest, © we con- 
fess one Christ and Lord ', as thou thyself sayest. We $shall 
then confess that which has not been confessed : 

. Not indeed as though we adore the man with the 
Word, lest thou shouldest introduce a semblance of separation 
in that we have said * with ', but we adore him as one and 
the same, because his body is not alien unto him, with which 
he also is scated with the Father. 

Either he has said it through the blindness of his intellect 
or he has been compelled by the necessity oi God to fall 
into that whereat he is vexed in others and into | incurring | 
the same reprimand. 

For he has used the [word] * with ' twice, in that he has said 

1 From Cyril's Second Letter, Labbe (Mansi), iv. 889 Þ : ovrw XpioTov &a 
Kat xvprov 6pohorymooper, oo ws dvOpwnov Tvurpoaruvouvres TE AGye, iva pun Tous 
pavracia napegrpivira ia Tod Aeyew T6, ovv* EAN bs Eva rat TOv avroy mpouiu- 
vouvTes, GTt pt) GAXGT prov TOY AGyou T0 0@pa avrov, pe" of rat abr@p ovveipevu TW 
narpl, With this should be compared the eighth anathema appended to Cyril's 
Third Letter, Labbe (Mans), iv. 1084 B : & Tis Toaphou Acyew, Tov dvaarnpberra 


dvÞponov ovumpooruveioba Feiv 7Þ beg Abyw, rat ovvBofaGeoba, wal ovyxpruarifey 


bebv, tos trepov &v trtpp* 13 yap, Evv, dei npooTHtuevor, ToUTo voely Gvaryrager ral 
ovxti 37) panrnoy jug npooruvioa Ta TO Euparovha, ial ulav avre Thy Bofokoyiav 
dvanejumei, ral yeyove oapt 6 AGyos' Gvdbepa torw, Nestorius? argument is 
obscure in detail, but its main tenor is clear, Assuming that Cyril does not 
hold an Apollinarian view of Christ's body, he argues that to speak of the Son 
Sitting with his body with the father is open to the accusation of teaching * two 
Sons” just as much as anything that he himself has said, Hence Cyril is 
convicted of inconsistency and can himself be quoted as authority ſor doctrines 
that he denounces in Nestorius, 
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© with him who is seated 2wirh the Father', For the [word] 
* with” is not said of one but [of one] with another, and the 
one, who is with the other, is scated with the Father ; how will 
he not introduce a semblance of separation ? He says © the body ' 
and © his own body ' and * seated with him? and causes not the 
semblance of a separation! By * one and the same God the 
Word ' he understands also his body ; and he understands 
/ the body and again he does not understand the body; and 
he understands that his body is with him and he does not 
understand that his body is with him but understands it 
[to be] alone ; and he understands that he is seated with it 
with the Father and again does not understand that it is 
geated with the Father, but he understands him | to be] alone. 
Who could tell his ineffable wisdom ? But he has taken it for 
him, not as though again two sons were sitting but one, owing 
to the unicn with his flesh.! 

And further thou hast said: © Thou hast *raised the semblance 
of *a cleavage when thou givest to imagine one with another '”. 
But [it is] in the union. Of whom? Of Christ2 Then the 
pros6pon of the union is Christ, but thou sayest that he has 
taken for him that with which he also was seated with the 
Father. . . . Thou hast put a prosdpon in it itself; why 
therefore dost thou make [it] void, as if it had been un- 
righteously said that it also is seated with him with the 
Father? Or as if by this [word] © with ' thou hadst been forced 
to understand that he is so, and it were possible that thou 
understandest or imaginest correctly, in confessing that not 
two sons were seated but one owing to the union with his 
flesch, And thou makest void this [word] *with”, that men 
may not imagine two. But if that which thou hast said be 
'impious for thee, return again to this chapter which thou hast 
omitted, for it is its aim. For what hast thou written > Hast 
thou not clearly disproved | thy statement] that we ought not 
to write *with'; and hast thou written that © He is seated 
/ with it with the Father '? For he who says thesc things says 
that two sons are seated, but thou disprovest that men ought 


1 There is no new paragraph marked here in the Syriac text. 
* Syr. *thou hast said”. 
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not to imagine that two sons are scated. And thus in the 
deposit which has been laid down thou allowest that which 
Signifies two sons, but thou sayest that we ought not to con- 
ceive two sons, but two are of necessity conceived, as it is 
supposed according to thine own opinion. But it is otherwise 
deposited and to be said, and two sons are not to be conceived. 
Of what dost thou accuse me, who say that two are united 
in one Son, whereby I wished to show the inconfusion of 
the natures in the union, in making use of the qualities of the 
natures? I seek not to make as it were two sons nor again the 
dissolution of the union, but I make use of one pros0por of union 
as [formed] of the two oz5as, as also Divine Scripture signifies. 

But by one oz5:@ thou signifiest two oz5:as. But if I were 
to say the things which thou sayest, it would appear to thee 
an impiety. But if thou didst have confidence to read the 
things, thou didst read them for thyself and not for them- 
[selves], things which cannot be examined in that way, if in 
piety. Thou hast further shunned also an examination by the 
whole Council, because thou didst judge that these | views] had 
no accurate defence. And as I was not [there], / what thou 
Saidest well unto them thou saidest for my sake, and what thou 
$aidest wrongly against thyself [was] thus again also for my 
sake. For if this word * with ' hinders there being one Son 
and his being seated with his flesh with the Father, there are 
not two adorations of one Son because he is adored with it, 
Since he who is seated with that which is alien is adored in one 
adoration ; for there is a union in the natures—and thou also 
confessest [it] with me—but the distinction of the natures is 
not made void on account of the union. For it was right for 
me to 3ay many times those words which have been well said ; 
then thou art astonished, when thou hearest that which is 
mine in thine : that there was indeed no union which proved 
not a diversity, as [is shown by] the adoration of * Him who is 
Seated [at the right hand of the Father]'. But thou takest as 
the starting-point of thy narrative the Maker of the natures 
and not the pros%por of union. Either then avoid saying two 
natures united without confusion ; or confess and say these 
things, and it will not appear an impossibility unto thee to 
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predicate one in the union and another in that which concerns 
the oz57a, not in that which concerns the union of the prosgpor. 
But if we decline the Aypostatic union as being either 
incomprehensible or as unseemly, we fall into predicating 
two sons : for it is necessary to distinguish * and to say of 
man / alone that he is honoured with the name of son, but 
also of God the Word alone that he possesses the title and 
the functions of the sonship naturally. It is not right then 
to distinguish * two sons in one Lord Jesus Christ.* 

I have said unto thee also in the letter that I do not know 
[the meaning of] the things which have been said by thee. 
And thou feignest to be repentant ; thou hast not dissembled 
those things which thou wast fairly prepared to say after- 
wards. And when thou oughtest to have made answer con- 
cerning these things and to write and to persuade and to 
reprimand the calumniators openly, thou hast risen up against 
thyself and me and hast neglected the fathers and the Holy 
Scriptures. Why dost thou wish that there should be an 
Aypostatic union, which makes us neither understand that 
there is [in the union] the oz5:a of man nor understand | that 
he is] man in nature but God the Word in nature, that is, God 
who is not in nature what he is in his nature through the 
Aypostatic union, wherein there are no distinctions and defini- 
tions of the various [elements]. For this reason also this 
union is a union of those things which have been defined by 
the word owsia; and if it be void, there is no more a union ; 
but [it is the result] of a union, yet not a union. And if 
every definition of the natures is made void, how will the 
union not make void the distinctions of the natures? And if 
they are conceived neither in nature nor in a union, how hast 
thou said that he has made / the property of the flesh his own, 
Since thou sayest that [he is] in the one indeed by nature but 
in the other by union? And it is his to have suffercd indeed 

} The same Syriac root reprezents Jopioar and Superior, Cp. p. 312, n. 3. 

* From Cyril's Second Letter, Labbe (Mansi), iv. 889 =: tv 8 Thy «ad* 
bn6oTacw too, t) bs dviqueror, & bs drahnry mnapaTovueba, tuninropey els 70 Bvo 
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in nature and to have died, because he has made them his 
own. How then hast thou sought to establish the Aypostatic 
union? What is this unintelligible Aypos7azic union ? Or 
how $hall we accept it, the unintelligible? Or how hast thou 
understood it ? How is it raised up though incomprehensible ? 
And again, unseemly ? . Instruct us. But thou art not willing 
to instruct me. Thou hast supposed * to thyself that the 
judges speak unto thee and persuade thee to instruct us and 
those who are like us, because we know not; and if not, 
instruct the whole Council, For neither thou nor the Council 
are capable of [understanding] the term * union '. Because I 
also say * union *, yet thou acceptest not what I say, because I 
distinguish the union, If I say concerning things which have 
been united that they are corporeal in oz5!a and incorporeal in 
ousta, then [I say that] they are divided from one another : the 
one indeed as created, but the other as uncreated ; the one 
indeed mortal and the other immortal ; and the one «eternal 
with the Father and the other created in the last times, and 
the one consubstantial with the Father and the other con- 
S$ubstantial with us; for the union makes not void the ors:as 
which have been united in such wise that they are not to be 
known | apart]. 

/ Thou sayest unto me *© Thou distinguishest '; but verily 
thou also [dost likewise|] ; even in the very words to which 
thou hast recourse to accuse me, thou sayest as follows : 
© Diverse are the natures which have come into a true union ; 
*yet from both of them [is formed] one Christ and Son, not as 
*though the diversity of the natures had been removed because 
of the union.'* Dost thou give us to imagine this even con- 
cerning the Ayposratic union? Or [dost thou not speak| as 
one who distinguishes, saying that as a result of their diversities 
the natures which have been united are diverse ; and [then] 
rush headlong into thy profession that thou introducest not a 
semblance of separation ? And what do I mean by © thou intro- 
ducest * a semblance of separation'? And what do I mean by fa 
semblance'? Thou understandest the separation of the natures 


1 See crit. n., P. 399. 2 See P. 144, N. I. 
5 Nau inserts here a negative which is not found in the Syriac text. 
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as expressing the natures and not as a confusion, since there is 
not in thy mind any semblance of definition of the natures 
whereby to understand that they were united without confusion, 
even as the fire was united with the bush and the bush with 
the fire and they were not confused. Thou therefore showest 
them without definition and without distinction, whereas I 
show them defined and distinct from one another, If thou 
then speakest' of the hyposzatic union, speak clearly; for 1 
confess to not understanding either then or now ; thou needest 
to instruct me in such wise that I may agree with thee. Or if 
I accept not thy opinion, say that I accept it not, and if the 
judges / accept [it] of thee, let them convince me or let them 
condemn me as one for whom there is no getting rid of his 
wickedness. 

Say therefore [what] the Ayposzatic union [is]. Dost thou 
wish to regard a Aypostastis as a prospon,” as we speak of 
one owsia of the divinity and three Aypos/ases and under- 
s$tand prospa by Aypostases? Thou callest therefore the 
pros0pic union Aypostatic ; yet the union was not of the pro- 
s0pa but of the natures. For * diverse are the natures which 
* have come into a true union, yet from both of them [is formed]. 
* one Christ ', Understandest thou the one pros9pon of Christ 
rather than the Aypostass of the ousia and of the nature, in 
the same way as thou speakest of the form of is hypostasts * 


1 Syr., fa prosgpon as a hypostasis?”, apparently mistranslating the double 
accusative in the Greek original. See pp. xiv-xv, 

* This surely represents the xaparryp Ths vnooTdgews avon of Heb. i. 3, where 
bn6oTaos is clearly synonymous with odoia (s&e Webb, God and Personality, 
P- 39). Nestorius argues that he can only understand Cyril's phrase Evwois cad” 
imbeTaow if Cyril uses vn6oTaos to express what Nestorius calls np6ownov. 

This passage is a very important one for determining what Nestorius means 
by mpiooroy, He Seems to be willing to define it as xapaxrhp, and this is 
consistent with the striking phrase below (p. 158, 1. 18) ©, . . as the nplownov 
[makes known | the ovoia”, , 

It would seem that Nestorius regularly uses bn6oraors as practically equivalent 
to ov04ia, and in Trinitarian doctrine would himself speak of three npbowna in one 
bnr6oTaos (or ovoia), But Cyril has the later usage in which the two are 
distinguished, and $0 speaks of three bnoordkous in one ovoia., Nestorius 
evidently appreciates this difference of terminology in Trinitarian doctrine, 
and tries to find in it a clue to the understanding of Cyril's Christology, asking 


whether after all Cyril always means by bn6orgos what he himself calls np6ownoy. 
Cp. below, p. 208, n, 2, 
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and the union of the natures? But I say that; and I praised 
thee for having said it and having made a distinction of the 
natures in the doctrine of the divinity and of the humanity 
and coherence of these in one pros90r. For hast thou not 
said © diversities without confusion ' and * it remained without 
diversity whereby it would be separated '. But even if thou 
dost not concede a diversity and that a diversity of natures, 
thou dost concede a natural separation without knowing it. 
But it was not a diversity which became a union, since the 
things which are therein remain without confusion, as the 
bush in the fire and the fire in the bush. But it appears not 
that thou sayest this, and thou dost rebuke me as one who 
accepts not the /ypostaiic union. But I am not persuaded 
of any other / hypostatic union with other natures nor of any- 
thing else which is right for the union of diverse natures 
except one pros0pon, by which and in which both the natures 
are known, while assigning their properties to the prosdpon. 
It is well to confess and be conformable to the tradition of the 
Gospels that the bodily frame is the temple of the divinity of 
God the Word and that the temple has been united by the 
supreme adherence of the divinity in such wise as to make over 
to the one the things which are the other's by the appropriation 
of the nature of the divinity, but not that he made them 
[both] his own owsza. What other Aypostatic union, then, 
dost thou wish to teach me, which consists in a supreme and 
divine and ineffable union? I know not unless [it be that] 
of one pros9pon where the one is the other and the other the 
one. And for this reason I proclaim eagerly in every place 
that the things which are said either about the divinity or 
about the humanity must be taken not of the nature but of 
the pros9pon, so that there might be no unreality * about the 
human qualities, [as there would be] if both of them were 
united in the oz5za. For not in all things is he to be called in 

There is a discussion of these points in Loofs, Nesiorms and his Place in the 
Flistory of Christian Doctrine, p. 69 $9. Dr. Loofs takes a somewhat different 
view, holding that Cyril too used vr6oraos as equivalent to ovoia, 

For the question of the distinction between. ovoia and vn6oTaos in Nestorius, 


see below, p. 218, n. 3, and pp. 227, 228, 234, n. 3, 322. 
1 Syr, pantasyd = Gk. pavracia. 
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ousia that which was in the 0v5s/a, but all those things which 
indicate the prospon of [the ousia]. And it is known that 
God the Word is said to have become flesh and the Son of 
man aſter the likeness and after the pros9por of flesh and of 
man whereof he made use to make himself known unto the 
world. For all the things which are naturally / called flesh 
are not to be called als6o God the Word : as that he $should 
come into being when he was not or was [formed] of that 
which was not or whatever the flesh is said [to have been] 
before it came into being, when it came into being and 
after it came into being, in the changes of growth and cor- 
ruption, and in short consubstantial with ourselves. Because 
he is consubstantial with ourselves in everything, the things 
which are said of the ozs:@ are not said of anything else except 
only of this o0/57a, and he is called consubstantial [with us] ; 
for in [the saying of] the things which are said of the pros9pon 
and of the likeness of the nature is said that which makes him 
known, as the prospon [makes known] the ovsia. But that 
which exists naturally is not said [of God the Word], because 
the union took not place according to the ozs:@ and the nature 
but according to the pros%&por. Thus also the flesh is not to 
be said [to be] all that God the Word is by nature ; for it was 
not without beginning nor was it unmade nor was it incor- 
poreal nor was it invisible nor was it consubstantial with the 
Father and with the Holy Spirit, although that which is called 
Son and Lord and God is also to be called flesh in this manner 
through the union, because the unioncame into being as touching 
the prosdpor of the Son of God, and neither the oz5:a nor the 
nature, but by means of the natures; and all things which 
belong to the pros9pon are its, except the ousia of the prosVpon, 
not according to the nature but according to the prosdpor. 

/ What other /ypostatic union, then, dost thou predicate, 
as if saying that I accept it not, either as incomprehensible or 
as unseemly, and [that] for this reason I have fallen into 
speaking of two Christs : the one man who is honoured under 
the title of Son and then apart [from him] God the Word, 
who possesses naturally the name and function of sonship ? 
How can he who in the union speaks of one Son, one Christ, 


-_ CD  — —————— 
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one Lord, distinctly speak apart of one Son, God, and one 
other, and thus of two sons? For again that would not be 
called a union but each one of the natures [by itself] in its 
own ou51a. For neither is God the Word said to have become 
flesh in his own 05:4 but by union with the flesh, nor is the 
flesh called Son apart from the union with the Son of God. 
For this reason there is one flesh in them both and one Son 
in them both. For he whose it is by the union to exist and 
to be spoken of neither exists nor is spoken of in the definition 
and the distinction [of each] from one another. As God the 
Word is by his nature God incorporeal, nevertheless in the 
union with the flesh he is called flesh, and the flesh which is 
in its nature bodily frame and in its ovs:a also bodily frame, 
is yet God and Son by the union with God the Word the Son 
of Grod. There are said to be neither two fleshes nor again 
two sons : those which are distinct by nature and exist by the 
union of the natures. Among / men, in fact, many who are 
s0ns are [$0] called by the distinction and by the division of 
the natures, those unto every one of whom [sonship] is given 
only by grace and adoption, as honour is given by the Emperor 
unto every one of the princes. For that which exists only in 
its own Aypostasts belongs also unto many as by grace. For 
he exists in his Aypostasts and has made it the likeness of his 
likeness, neither by command nor by honour nor simply by 
equality of grace, but he has made it his likeness in its natural 
likeness, in 8uch wise that it is none other than that very 
[thing] which he has taken for his own pros9or, $0 that the 
one might be the other and the other the one, one and the 
same in the two oz5zas, a Prosdpon fashioned by the flesh and 
fashioning the flesh in the likeness of its own sonship in the 
two natures, and one flesh in the two natures, the one fashioned 
by the other and the other by the one, the same and the single 
likeness of the pros/pon. 

I know not therefore in what sense thou predicatedst the 
hypostatic union in such wise that it is incomprehensible or 
unseemly, in order that I may admit or not admit [it]; and 
has he for this reason been 


defined and called solely man by the title or by the honour 
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of a son, and then again apart the Word which is from God, to 

which belongs naturally sonship and name and title ? ! 
But what meanest thou by © uniquely '*? /State clearly the 
deposit of the faith of the fathers and set down the things 
which are alike both for me and for every one to say, for thou 
hast not made clear the meaning which we ought to mean and 
to state, How $sayest thou that the nature of man cannot be 
understood *© uniquely ?, especially apart from the ovs!a of God 
the Word, which is Son not by nature but by union ? But 
also thou sayest that there are diversities in the natures which 
have been combined in the union of one Son ; but the diversity 
is not voided through the union of the natures ; it is not as 
though the diversity of the natures were made void because of 
the union, If then the distinctions of the natures have not 
been annulled, the nature of the flesh appertains solely to the 
nature of the humanity. But that which is Son consubstantial 
with God the Father and with the Holy Spirit uniquely and 
8olely appertains to the divinity ; for by the union the flesh 
is s0n and God the Word is flesch. And for this reason who- 
ever speaks thus neither predicates two 8ons nor predicates 
two fleshes, nor predicates two fleshes in the nature nor yet of 
the flesh in the one and of the sonship in the other, but makes 
use of the same in the natural pros9pa of each of them in 
what is their own, as the fire was in the bush and the bush 
was fire and the fire bush and each of them was bush and fire 
and not two bushes nor two fires, since / they were both in 
the fire and they were both in the bush, not indeed in division 
but in union. From the two natures there come into being 
the natural pros9pa. Either then speak not of distinct natures 
when they remain in the distinctions of the natures and are 
not made void, or say that they have remained the diversity 
of the natures, or thou shouldest define them as a distinction 
of natures in an inseparable union, not indeed as diversities of 
nature made void by the union. . . .* 


1 Labbe (Mansi), iv. 88g x, and above, p. 154 : dvdy«y yap maoa Zopiont, ra 
eine, T0 utv, ivOponoy Buros, Th Tor viod Kn\hou Teripmpevor* Bixbs Be manu Tov 
t& Oc09 Abyor vicryros Grout Te rat xphua txovra urns. 

* Sc. Ibdinws, translated above *apart'. The Syriac has 1h6dha'"ith above and 
vhidha "ith here. 


3 There is apparently a lacuna in the Syriac text here. 
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For if then thou understandest them uniquely and not in 
the natures but in their mutual distinction, of what am TI 
guilty who confess the indistinguishable union of the two 
natures in one Pro0560u? And I am addressing my words 
unto thee as unto one who is in doubt concerning these things. 
But predicatest thou but one nature of the Ayposzatic union in 
such wise that after the union the natures preserve not their 
properties? And thou correctest the things which were for- 
merly said by thee, but especially thou dost surely declare 
them void as a result of the examination against me, in wishing 
to say the contrary of the things which I say, because it has 
befallen thee to will to inquire into the cause of the distinc- 
tion not as in sincerity but out of opposition as an enemy. 
For this [union] is as one that suppresses the natures, and 
I accept it not. / But out of opposition towards me thou 
hast occupied [thy mind] with definitions, with furious words, 
as robbers, that thou mightest conceal thy purpose and might 
not be discovered; and thou sayest this and that and all 
things, but thou speakest not of the Aypostatic union for the 
making void of the natures but for the |[establishing of] a 
natural union which [results] from the composition in one 
nature. As the soul and the body [result] in one nature of 
the man, so also God the Word is united with the humanity, 
and this thou callest the Aypostazic union. But even then, 
though the natures were to remain, yet there would come to 
be a union [resulting] in a nature passible and made and 
created, for the natural union is a second creation. For those 
things which have not [a thing] in their nature receive it in 
their nature by the union of nature; but the things which 
are united in virtue of a natural union are united with the 
natural passibility of the other and accept not voluntarily 
mutual sufferings, as the body and the soul, receiving not in 
their nature their own mutual properties except by the union 
of nature, participate in one another and give and receive 
mutual sufferings by the necessity of nature in such wise that 
he s8uffers who would not have suffered of himself. For in the 
union the soul of itself neither hungers nor thirsts nor 1s 
pained by a cut or by a burn or by a blow, nor again is 

27765 M 
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the soulless bodily frame sensible of any of these things ; but 
by the natural / union of diverse natures they suffer passively 
and participate in these mutual sufferings by the necessity of 
the union.” 

If thou thus predicatest the 4ypostazic union of the nature, 
thou sayest, as the Arians, that it is natural and not voluntary, 
because he suffered with a natural passibility. He suffered as 
a result of the natural union, for the sufferings of the soul are 
the sufferings of the body in the natural composition. For he 
who is unmade, who is by his nature uncreated, was not 
composed that he might suffer as though created and made. 
For men prove not the one nature of the union by the fact 
that the soul is in the body and the body in the soul, for it * 
produces not the union in every bodily frame wherein there 
is a soul $0 as also to be able always to quicken it, but [it is 
in the body] by such a composition as has been constructed 
in one nature by the Maker, both subjected and involuntarily 
subject unto a natural limitation, both limited and unable to 
escape. And again they are released or bound by the con- 
struction in the union of the nature. If therefore the union of 
God the Word with the humanity was in one nature, although 
those natures remained without confusion but in a union of 
the nature, the Maker and that which was made would be 
constructed by a change either willingly or unwillingly since 
they have been $0 styled and it * is made and created. And 
he who can create everything, that is, God, will be the nature 
of the union, and it is not the /ypostasrs of the humanity 
which is known [to be] animal in nature, as even the body 
/ without the soul is not animal in its own /yposzasts, but by 
the construction of the natural union it is its [property] to be 
animal. If it is $0, it is also through God [the property] of 
man to be animal, but it is not his [property through] his own 
hypostasis and his nature,* but through the Jypostatic union 
which establishes one nature. 

For this purpose he declines to say that the man is man and 
that he is animal in his 4ypostasrs and in his nature, and that 


1 See p. 8, n. 3. ? [V/is, the Soul. 
3 Viz. their composition, 4 See crit. n., P. 399- 
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God the Word is God the Word in his Aypostasts, in order 
that he may maintain his nature in the union, and that it may 
not become animal as a result of the union. For he! 
received as a result of the construction of | all] creation by the 
Father and by the Son and by the Holy Spirit to become 
man, but to become the only-begotten Son he received from 
the union with God the Word, for it belonged not unto his 
own nature nor did it lie in the natural and Aypostatic union. 
For that which it was his to become by the natural union was 
not his to become as a result of anything else than of the 
natural construction, as to become one animal results neither 
from the bodily frame nor from the sou! nor from them both 
but from the natural construction. This [union] then is 
corruptible and passible, but the union of the pros9pa of the 
natures is neither passible nor corruptible as [having taken 
place] through a voluntary appropriation ; and the union was 
[not his involuntarily by condescension or by exaltation, by 
command or by subjection unto command. And such a con- 
ception as this consists neither in the making void / nor in the 
being made void nor in the extinction of one nature or of the 
properties of the two natures, but the several qualities in 
the natural qualities are distinct in purpose and in will, accord- 
ing to the distinction of the natures in the one equality, 
while there is the same will and purpose in the union of 
the natures, so that they may both will or not wil! the same 
things.* 

And because also the #ros%p0r of the one is the other's and 
that of the other the one's, and the one [comes] from the other 
and the other from the one, the will belongs to each one of 
them. When he speaks as from his own pr 050pon, [he does $0] 
by one pros9pon which appertains to the union of the natures 
and not to one /y/ostas7s or [one] nature. For the divinity is 
not limited by the body as each one of the natures which are 


. 1 Viz. (presumably) the human element in Christ, Jesus qua man, 


? A passage Such as this seems to show clearly that Nestorius did not teach - 


merely a * moral union?, z.e. a union resulting from and consisting in the fact 
that the two natures in Christ both willed alike. Like the orthodox he makes 
that unity of will the consequence of the union, not its ground, Cp. pp. 59, 
62, 70, 
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Tl united in the Aypostasis. For they are limited by the nature 
41 F in that it limits them in their being and they exist not apart 
If from them, as the soul and the body are bound together in 
F 1% their being and exist not apart from them[selves].' 

| If therefore thou thus sayest that God the Word and the 
| flesh are united and thou callest this an incomprehensible and | 
| unseemly union, I decline not to say clearly : * Those who 

| *say these things are impious, and this opinion comes not 

pM *from the orthodox.” For if the Son, who is impassible, had 

q come unto the necessity of a passible nature in order that he 

| might sensibly suffer, it would prove that his own ows:ia was 

not impassible / but [was] a passible nature, whereof he had 

F; ! been constituted in the Aypostaiic union and wherein he 

| suffered. For he to whose nature it appertains not to suffer, 

[3 will not suffer in any way in his /4ypostas:s, if he is impassible ; 

\ It for he who suffers in aught is not impassible in his Ayposasts, 

i | | but is impassible [only] in such manner as all those who, being 

wy 1 passible, suffer in nature ; they do not suffer in all ways, but 

". in that way whereby it appertains to the nature itself to suffer. 

} Everything suffers not in the same way, neither light nor air 

11H nor fire, nor the animals which are in the waters nor the 

| |) animals which are on the dry land, nor birds nor bodily frames 

il nor souls nor angels nor demons, but they are passible indeed 

in ousia and in Aypostasis, But they suffer according to the 
disposition of their nature to suffer either of themselves or by 

| another. 

| But thou sayest neither by confusion nor yet by change of 

| ousia nor by corruption nor yet naturally, so that one Aypo- 

Static union takes place. Thou predicatest therefore this 
voluntary one wherein a union without confusion and without 

the suffering of the natures in one pros/pon is conceived, and 

| not a natural union. For the pros%por of a natural union is 

| predicated of the two natures which have been united, as the 

min is neither body nor soul ; for the union of these results in 

a nature and the pros9pon of the nature. But / God took upon 
himself the likeness of a servant, and that of none other, for his 

own pros9pon and for his sonship, as indeed are those who are 
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united in nature.” He took the likeness of a servant : and the 
likeness of the servant was not the ozs:a of a man, but he who 
took it made it [his] likeness and his pros9on. And he 
became the likeness of men, but he became not the nature of 
men, although it was the nature of a man which he took ; he 
who took it came to be in the likeness of man, whilst he who 
took and not that which was taken was found in $c/24424 as 
man ; for that which was taken was the oz5:!4a and nature of 
man, whereas he who took was found in 5c/:41a as man without 
being the nature of man. For the nature he took not for 
himself but the likeness, the likeness and sc/4m4 of man, in all 
things which indicate the pros/por : as touching the poverty of 
the scA&ma, he ? relates : He condescended unto death, even the 
death upon the cross whereby he emptied himself, in order to 
Show in nature the humiliation of the likeness of a servant and 
to endure scorn among men; for they shamefully entreated 
him, even him who displayed * infinite condescension. He made 
known also the cause wherefore he took the likeness of a 
servant when /7e was found in the likeness of men in Schema as 
a man and humiliated himself unto death, even the death upon 
the cross.* But he suffered not these things in his / nature 
but made use therein of him who suffers naturally in his s:/A&1@ 
and in his pros9por in order that he might give him by grace 
in his prosopon a name which is more excellent than all names, 
before which every knee which is in heaven and on the earth 
and beneath the earth shall bow , and every tongue shall confess 
him, in order that by his similitude with God and according 
to the greatness of God he may be conceived as Son who 7oo# 
the likeness of a Servant and was in the likeness of a man and 
was found in schima as a man and /uumiltated himself unto 
death, even the death upon the cross, and was exalted in that 
there was given unto him a name which is more excellent 
than all names® in the sch&ma of the likeness of a servant 


—242] 


1 Looſs sSuggests that the words * as indeed are those who are united in 
nature” have been inadvertently transposed, and are the end of the previous 
Sentence (Nestorius and his Place, &7c., p. gr). Apart from such emendation 
Nestorius is here either inconsistent or more than usually obscure. 

* Vis, St. Paul; cp. Phil. ii. 7-8. 

5 Phil, ii. 9-11, 


3 Syr. © who [was | in ?, 


* Phil. ii. 8. 5 Phil. ii. 7-9. 
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which was taken with a view to the union. But he was the 
likeness of a servant not in sc/A&na but in owsia, and it was 
taken for the likeness and for the scA&ma and for the humilia- 
tion unto dcath upon the cross. For this reason it was 
exalted 80 as to take a name which 1s more excellent than 
all names." 

But to understand * the likeness of a servant as ows:a' he 
appcinited Christ for the understanding ; for Christ is both of 
them by nature. For this reason the properties of the two 
natures befit also one prosdpon, not [that] of the ovsia of God 
the Word. And the prospor is not in the 05:9, for it is not 
in the oz5s/a of God the Word, nor is it the prosYpon of the 
union of the natures which have been united in such wise as to 
make two ov5ias befit the one prosYpon / of God the Word, for 
he is not both of them in oz57a. God the Christ is not indeed 
as it were another apart from God the Word, but he is indica- 
tive of the union of the two ousias of God the Word and of 
man. But God and man—of them is Christ |constituted], as 
thou also hast said. The diversities of the natures are not 
destroyed because of the union, but they have rather perfected 
for us one Lord and Christ and Son, by an ineffable and 
incomprehensible concurrence of the divinity and of the 
humanity in the union. Although in the things which thou 
hast said well, where thou scemest to repent.... For the 
ousia of God the Word was not made perfect by the divinity 
and by the humanity, because it is not its [property] in virtue 
of the union to become God the Word, as Christ is | constituted] 
of the divinity and of the humanity. For the incarnation * is 
indicative of the humanity, for Ze was made man is all con- 
ceived not only of the divinity but also of the incarnation * 
which makes man.” 

For this reason the Apostie lays down the pros/pon of 
the union and next the things wherefrom the union results. 
He $ays first le likeness of God, which is the similitude of 
God and next 77 took the likeness of a Servant, not the ousia 
nor the nature but the sc/4ma and the prosdpon, in order that 
he might participate in the likeness of a servant, and that the 


i Phil, ii. 9 (P.). * Sc. tvavOpannyos. 3 Sc. tvarOpwniGe, 
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likeness of the servant might participate in the likeness of God, 
s0 that of / necessity there might be one pros/pon from the 
two natures. For the likeness is the pros9pon, $0 that it is the 
one by 9xs1@ and the other by union in respect to the humilia- 
tion and to the exaltation, How then dost thou bid us 
understand these diversities of the natures in the union? For 
the union has not removed the diversities of the natures, s0 
that we should again understand these diversities anew. For 
he who took the likeness of a Servant is the property solely of 
the likeness of God, whereas that which was taken concerns 
uniquely the likeness of the servant ; but the one belongs to 
the other and the other to the one through the union of the 
prosopon and not through the o5:a, in such wise that, where 
the one is in ozs:a, the other is in union, and not another. 
That which is in ovs:@ the likeness of God is consubstantial 
with this oz, in that it is a natural likeness; but by union 
the likeness of God took the likeness of a servant and the 
likeness of God, which is naturally God's, became in $c/h&ma 
the likeness of a servant. But the likeness of the servant, 
which is n::turally the likeness of a servant and in the union 
the likeness of God, is not naturally God's, so that we under- 
stand severally in nature the several qualities of each one of 
the natures and the natural distinctions of each single one of 
the natures; and the [properties] of the union we understand 
[as belonging] uniquely to the union and not to the oz57a. 
How therefore dost thou bid us not to conceive any of these 
things apart in view of / the distinctions of the natures, things 
which thou hast said are not destroyed because of the union ? 
But thou canst neither reply unto me nor convict me of the 
things whereof thou accusest me ; but thou accusest thyself in 
the things whereof thou wouldest accuse me and thou speakest 
against thyself. 

But you, O just judges, what have you examined of these 
things? Either concerning the things which we have subjected 
to inquiry or of the things which we have said and of the 
things which I have confessed and of the things which I have 
denied that I have imagined, convict him who has erred 
or instruct him who is ignorant. For not because of the things 
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that a man denies is he condemned as an heretic, but because 
of the things that he confesses. Thus Arius, thus Eunomius, 
thus Macedonius, thus each of the heretics was condemned 
by the fathers because of the things which they confessed in 
opposition [to the faith] and discuss8ed and [which] were 
subjected to scrutiny, What is there of that which I have 
confessed and discussed against them for which they have 
condemned me as an heretic? What have you found in my 
letter that is contrary to the deposit of the fathers? Whether 
I have said or have not said | it], sþpeak. Thus he has said 
that all the things which are referred to Christ by the Divine 
Scripture ought to be referred to God the Word : the birth 
from a woman, the cross, the death, the burial, the resurrection, 
the ascension, and the second coming when he shall come again. 
It was not / from these things that the fathers began. . . . But 
in regard to these things, I have stated why the fathers have 
not said them; and for this reason also we ought not to begin 
from here. I have also stated the argument, for they purposed 
not to prove that God the Word is passible, mortal, and made, 
and created, nor that he came into being from things which 
were not—these [are the doctrines] which those who began 
from. there are constrained to state—but the opposite of the 
things which Arius $aid and taught. For this reason they 
placed the beginning of their teaching in the union of the 
pros0pon of Christ in order that they might duly accept in 
order the things appertaining to the divinity and those apper- 
taining to the humanity, so that there comes about neither 
confusion nor making void of the natures. But they combated 
against all the heresies and were firmly confirmed in orthodoxy 
when they answered and spoke these words: © I believe in one 
Lord, Jesus Christ, the only-begotten Son.” 


Examine, I said unto him, how they have placed first 
*Lord* and * Jesus Christ ', and © only-begotten ' and © Son”, 
common names of the divinity and of the humanity, as the 
foundation, and next build thereon the tradition of the 
Incarnation * and the sufferings and the resurrection, in order 
that, placing first the names of the two natures which are 


i Vis. Cyril. 2 Sc. tvavOpwnys:s. 
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indicative of the common | properties], the sonship and 
Lordship might not be separated and the natures in the 
union of the sonship / might not come into danger of 
corruption and of confusion. . . .! 


Exposition of the Nicene Creed 


How then does it appear unto you, O just judges? Because 
he has written the opinion which was pleasing unto him, 
and I also have written my opinion likewise, and further we 
have chosen you as judges, what think you of these things ? 
What opinion have you of them? Who is just or who is un- 
righteous? And with what thought have you made examina- 
tion? Tell us your opinion; write unto us as just judges. 
Have I lied and transgressed the faith of the fathers, because 
I have said unto him* that they began from here, and not 
with God the Word, but with one Lord Jesus Christ, the Son 
of God? You condemn me as one who has added thereto 
and you acquit him who has not entirely preserved their 
faith but has thought that they have made use of these terms 
' fortuitously and without distinction. But I have said that 
they began from here not fortuitously but by the divine pur- 
pose, If I have done impiously therein, show me, and, if not, 
why do you repudiate as though the argument which I have 
made unto him were an impiety, | when I said| that they began 
from here because the | properties] of the divinity and of the 
humanity are common, as the names indicate, and that they 
wished to begin with these names / for the sake of complete 
and lucid instruction, as if the name of Christ existed truly in 
the two natures, man and Crod ? But if for this reason, then 
you ought to condemn him also, for he has said that the 
natures which are combined to come together in union are 
diverse, but one Christ [is formed] of them both. There 


1 From Nestorius' Second Letter to Cyril, See above, p. 142, n. 1, and 
Labbe (Mansi), iv. 893 B : ox6nyoov &nws, T0 ropos, 'TIhoovs, Xpioros, rat poroyevhs, 
kai vids, nporepoy Gevres, TH owe Ths Oelryros kat Ths avOpwnirhros, ws DepeNiovs, 
oGpara, ToTE Tv Ths evavOponioeus, at Tov nabouvs, kat Ths dvaoravews Emoirobo- 
povor napadoor* va Tov bvouarTov THy pLocay txaTtpay KoOwav TWAYy ONpAVTINAY 
mporaperur, whre TA Ths vicryros rat kvpioThTOS TEwvmTU, uhre TA TWy PUCEWY OV 
T@ Thys vieryTos povading ovyxvoews iparioug rwiverly. 

At the end of this quotation the Syriac copyist adds in a foot-note, © Here 
there is a blank space, six lines?. 

2 Vis, Cyril. 
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resulted not one God the Word from them both, for the diver- 
Sity of the natures is not removed because of the union. 
Therefore the two natures belong unto Christ and not unto 
(0d the Word. Either therefore condemn my words and his 
or, in accordance with his, consider me also innocent, since 
I confess all things. But if not, prove, either you or he, how 
he confesses that God the Word is in two owszas: of what 
divinity and humanity has God the Word been perfected by 
combination ? For he has spoken of one Christ who is | formed | 
of diverse natures, of the divinity and of the humanity, and 
was perfected ineffably by the combination of the natures. 
And of what ozsias> Of what divinity, of what humanity was 
God the Word perfected that God the Word $should be in 
two natures? Either you or he, say unto us now also, although 
you have not said [it] before, say : God the Word is by ozus:a 
in them both, as you confess that Christ is in ozs:7a in them 
both, | formed | from diverse natures. The union has not made 
void / the diversity of the natures. But you have said that 
God the Word is diverse natures. For if of one ozs1a there 
result two oxs1as, of the divinity and of the humanity, there 
has been a separation and not a union; but he says that 
Christ was in the union and existed in two natures. God the 
Word became flesh by union and not by ozs:a ; how then does 
he indicate that the same is one, he who is two in the union 
and who is the nature? Or are nature and union the same 
thing, and * in nature” and * in union ', and pros%pon and ousta ? 
For although the prosdpor exists not without oz5:@, the ous:a 
and the prospor are not the same. 

How then have you judged, O wise judges? How then 
have you considered these [sayings] of the fathers? Do they 
agree with the Divine Scriptures in the terms and in the sig- 
nification of the terms and have they made use of these terms 
zealously and clearly? And from here and from no other 
point have they been able lucidly to begin their teaching. 
But if [they began] from where the Holy Spirit guided them, 
that nothing might be abridged and that nothing might be 
Superfluous and that they might do nothing in vain and by 
hazard, but everything with examination, [they acted] in such 
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wise that the things which appear in Christ—all the [pro- 
perties] of God the Word whose nature is impassible and is 
immortal and eternal, and all the | properties] of the humanity, 
which are / a nature mortal and passible and created, and 
those of the union and of the incarnation ' since the womb 
and since the incarnation '—are referred to one pros9pon, to 
that common pros%0r of our Lord Jesus Christ, the only- 
begotten Son of God, whence the fathers began. And 80 by 
the distinction of language they have taught us * The divinity 
'is from God the Father, consubstantial with the Father, light 
* from light, through whom everything was | made] which is on 
"the earth and which is in heaven'. And then the incarna- 
tion * of God the Word and of the humanity—they have said 
*He came down and was made flesh for the sake of us men 
*and for the sake of our salvation'. And then they have said 
in regard to the things of the flesh, concerning the generation 
and concerning the formation, that he was made flesh ; in 
teaching they have said © He was made flesh of the Holy 
Spirit and of the Virgin Mary '; they have made known this 
union whereby he was made flesh and was made man. For 
until his incarnation," they taught us everything in terms of * 
God the Word and after he was made flesh they speak of this 
union which | proceeded | from the Holy Spirit and the Virgin 
Mary, of the birth and the flesh which was made flesh, the 
sufferings and the death and the resurrection and the ascension 
and the operations which made known that the body was 
united unto him as being animate and intelligent in order that 
we might suppose that the union was without confusion and 
further without change of ovs!@ and of nature, or mixture or 
/ natural composition, s0 as to result in the coming into being 
of one animal, yet in one pros/porn in accordance with the 
dispensation on our behalf, in such wise as to participate in 
us through humiliation unto death, even death upon the cross. 
But we $hall participate in him in he name which is more 
excellent than all names, before which every knee Shall bow 
which is in heaven and in the earth and beneath the earth and 
which every tongue Shall confess.* 

1 Sc, tyarOpwnyos. 2 Sc. odpructs. 3 Syr, © from”, 4 Phil. ii, 10-11. 
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The $soul was not without will nor without reflection in the 
nature of the humanity, nor was the soul without perception 
as regards the animal perception of its being, as a result of the 
natural union of the body and of the soul, All the natural 
things, both active and passive, are in the work of nature and 
of the unfailing might [of God]. For the union of God the 
Word with the humanity took place not in nature, in such 
wise that the intelligence of the humanity was without activity 
and that it reflected with the intelligence of God the Word, 
not with the intelligence of the humanity, and that it perceived 
not in the union of the living soul, but in the union of the 
divinity, and. that it lived [its] life and that it perceived, not 
by the activity of the perception of the soul but by the might 
of the divinity ; for 8uch a union as this is passible ; as the 
Soul naturally gives perception unto the body, so0 by means of 
this perception is given unto it the perception of the sufferings 
of the body, / 80 that the perception of the sufferings of the 
body is given by the soul and unto the soul ; for it is passible. 
For this reason the union is in the pros9pon and not in the 
nature, and we say not © the union of the pros9pa ' but *of the 
natures ', But [there is only] one prosdpon in the union but 
in the natures the one and the other, as from the common 
Prosvpon it is known that he took the flesh, the likeness of a 
servant, for his own pros, and thereby he spoke in teaching 
and working and acting ; and he gave his own likeness to the 
likeness of a servant and thereby he 8peaks as by his own 
prosdpon and by the divinity, For the pros%on is common, 
one and the same. The likeness of the servant belongs unto 
the divinity and the likeness of the divinity unto the humanity. 
One and the same is the pros9por but not the oz5ia. For the 
ousia of the likeness of God and the ovsia of the likeness of 
the servant remain in their Ayposzases, 

The union of the natures, in fact, was neither without will 
nor without imagination, as Arius and Apollinarius have said, 
but [it resulted] in the pros/p0n and in the dispensation on 
our behalf and in the union of his image and of his like- 
ness which is in our nature of soul and body, falling short 
of nothing except of sin alone, He comported himself |s0] 
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not for the sake of the divinity, but that thereby it might 
make him combat against guilt by fulfilling all the com- 
mandments of the law / and the chief observances, in order 
that he might appear without rebuke in the choice and in 
the observances of the commandments, and that he who was 
without sins might be given unto death because of us, the 
righteous for the impious. What indeed is this defeat ? And 
what is this victory? What is this equality of recompense 
for the conduct of God and of man? For it is the con- 
troller* who is united in the Aypostasis in 8uch wise that he 
participates in the life and conduct and is overcome by 
death ; the conduct also and the death and the resurrection 
are those of one who controls | and who is controlled." For 
either God remains in his nature, as he was in nature, without 
sin, or those things which constituted the manner of life of 
Christ took place in deception since God the Word com- 
ported himself as a man. They both in fact were attracted and 
torn apart by one another, by the nature and by the will, and 
he also was torn apart. For the conduct | of his life] was by 
command : he was not of a nature unchangeable, unique and 
without master, which is not torn to and fro according to the 
will and plan of another ; but, if there was in truth human 
manner of life and conduct, the conduct of God the Word 
was in nature, and in those [qualities] of the nature wherein 
he comported himself he indeed abode, in that he accepted 
the very nature and became changeable and variable. There- 
fore he comported not himself [after] the conduct of God 
but of that nature wherein he comported himself. 

What then have you found in my letter, wherein I am 
impious / and | for which] you have condemned me and have 
regarded this man as one who fears God? First, then, I con- 
victed him as one who lied concerning the fathers and 
abolished all the first principles of the faith, and of himself 
made a beginning whence of constraint he made even God 
the Word passible. Now * God the Word ' and © Christ * do 
not indicate the same thing, either in the Divine Scriptures or 


1 Syr. mdabhrind ( = Gk. oixov6pos) and cognate words, from the same root as 
that elsewhere translated * dispensation ?, 
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as he has said, although Christ exists not apart from God the 
Word. And I have neither instructed him in the custom of 
the Divin= Scriptures nor shown him the things which happen 
from such and such terms. And I have praised him for the 
things which hc has well said : that he has preserved without 
confusion the natures and their properties in such wise that 
God the Word was impassible even in the very union ; and he 
makes his the properties of the flesh. I have proved unto 
him that they refer not unto his ozs:a but unto his prosYpon, 
80 that his pros9pon is his own and $0 that all things indicate 
his pros0þpon. All the things which [constitute] the prosdpor 
[constitute] not the oz5:a, for neither does God the Word exist 
in all the things of the 05:4 of the flesh, nor again also is the 
flesh said [to be] in all the things which belong by ozs/a unto 
God the Word, but in all the things which indicate the 
prosdpon and which are | therein], in such wise that the union 
without confusion is preserved also in the diversity of the 
natures / and the pros/por of the union of the natures is 
undivided. And I have said unto him and have not dissembled 
that which I have not understood and about which I have 
disputed, and I have propounded the cause and the doubt 
which has been born in me, that I might not permit him to 
Say aught of those things which he has formerly said. 

For what then have you condemned me? Because I have 
convicted him of not having adhered to the words of the 
Fathers and of having, in opposition to their intention, made 
God the Word passible and created and made, and of having 
caused him [to issue] from things which existed not, having 
begun with him and having referred unto him all the properties 
—and I taught him all things. For this reason do you deal 
harshly [with me]? Or because I have convicted him of lying 
concerning the Fathers, of having said that the Fathers called 
the holy Virgin the mother of God, without even making 
mention of the birth itself? For the sake of these things have 
you treated me as an adversary? Let none show favour unto 
any man. But if this phrase* has been employed in the 
discusston about the Faith by the Fathers at Nicaca, with [the 

1 [.e. the term * Mother of God”. 
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aid of] whom he combats against me, read it; or if it has 
been spoken by any other Council of the orthodox. For it is 
of the heretics, all of whom fight against the divinity of Christ, 
but it has not been spoken by those who have adhered to the 
faith of the orthodox. But if it were shown to have been said 
by a Council of the orthodox, then even I should confess / that 
I have been condemned as one who was on the opposite side. 
But if no one has used this phrase, thou hast risen up against 
them all to introduce into the Faith with boldness a new phrase 
which has not been accepted. And this it was that I required 
of thee in order to prove unto thee that it * was not laid down 
by the Fathers; but it is for the Council, which has been 
assembled for this purpose and for nothing else, to judge 
whether it shall be laid down or not laid down. For it is not 
for them to be persuaded by me in any case, but for me to be 
persuaded of those things which they examine and judge and 
select for acceptance. For I have called you judges and have 
made you all judges of a just judgement, but that which justly 
belongs to the Council have I not given unto one man, who 
has conducted [his case] with violence and prevailed- on the 
whole Council to adopt the faith which seemed [good] unto 
him. 

What then have you done of those things on account of 
which you have been assembled ? You have not settled what 
you ought, and you have broken away from the Council and 
have not waited for those who were absent. Nor have you 
observed what you ought toward those who were summoned 
unto the Council ; nor have you assembled together as you 
have been summoned, but the judges have been as the accused 
wished. Instead of [being] the accused you have made him 
Sit as the judge of [his] adversary. And how $hall I call him 
judge? You have made him sit / at the head of the Council. 
And what s$hall I say of those who were present? And of 
those who were absent and of those who were not yet come ? 
And you have given him authority over all, both over those 
who were there and over those who were absent, and over 
those who were alive and over those who were dead. Who of 

t [.e. the term © Mother of God”. 
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those who have not chanced upon these things in the document 
which was [addressed] by them unto the Council in Ephesus, 
would believe them? Could a just judgement proceed from 
such a Council as this? Yet although I were supposed to say 
these things, because I have suffered, and not to have examined 
them with just deliberation, [and though] none were persuaded 
of my words, I would not indeed seek to have any help from 
men. For 1 am already being offered, and the time of my 
departure is come,* that I may be with Christ, on account of 
whom he * has fought with me. But [I am writing] that men 
may not be led astray from the right faith because of the 
name of the * judgement of the Council'. For this reason 
have I said these things. I, however, have said less than the 
things which they have written; yet learn from those who 
have condemned me that there has not been a judgement and 
that I have not been condemned in judgement. 

I indeed have spoken the [words] of the Fathers and have 
spoken those of the Divine Scriptures, and I first looked / into 
the plot which was being [made] against the Faith, and I first 
Stated that it was the confirmation of the faith of the Arians 
on account of the Ayposatic union, which resembled also | that 
of] the Manichaeans, in that he would have s8uffered being 
passible, and again [that of] Apollinarius, who agreed thereto 
with all his hands.* And he* was carried away by * all the 
heresies, since he declared it unlawful to predicate the properties 
of each of the natures in the union and referred them all, 
even those of the flesh, unto God the Word. And thereby 
you have thought that the orthodox were easily deceived by 
the heretics [into supposing] that they have none of those 
things whereof they ought to make use against them, since you 
have surrendered your mouths unto them, and you have bound 
your hands and your feet and have surrendered yourselves 
unto them. Either you will turn aside from your guilt or you 
will suffer wrongs without excuse for having, like irreverent 
persons, caused heresies to prevail against the orthodox. For 
Supposing that he * be found [to be] an Arian, he will call you 
as witnesses against those who were assembled at Nicaea, as 

ia Tim, iv. 6, * Syr, * with both his hands ', 3 Vis, Cyril, * Syr. fto'. 
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though indeed they had openly risen up with audacity against 
Arius, to say what they ought not, namely, saying that he 
who is passible and mortal and made is consubstantial with 
him who is impassible and immortal and the maker of all 
created things. And supposing that he is a Manichaean, you 
will bear witness in his favour that, in that he suffered / im- 
passibly, he suffered in $c4&na. For he, who, when he is 
supposed to be suffering, suffers not, 8uffers impassibly : for he 
who was not [man] by nature, has not even died. You have 
hardly confessed the truth, and you have reprimanded the three 
hundred and tr-2nty-eight,' as not having spoken the truth 
through acceptance of persons. If in addition to this also you 
insist on saying : * We do not say that God the Word died in 
*nature, since the divine nature is immortal and impassible, 
*nor in the semblance of the flesh, but in the nature of the 
* flesh, which is passible and mortal, and that which God the 
*Word became was flesh,' a heathen would accept this word, 
accepting [it] in the change of the likeness. And thou sayest 
that the Incarnation * took place through the change of the 
ou51a without his own ov5:@ and his likeness being changed : 
when he suffered in the passible nature, not before he came to 
be in the oz5s7a. Why then do you not say the same things as 
we, when it is a question of the doctrine of the Incarnation ; * 
but why does he lead us astray with the birth of a material 
flesh, with which God the Word was formed, and why have 
unconvincing and incredible fables been fabricated ? 

And if thou sayest against this, that the Incarnation * of him 
who became flesh and man took place neither through change 
of ousia nor through change of likeness, but {| that] this man 
who was taken-—who was born / of a woman and suffered and 
died and rose and is ready to come to judge the quick and the 
dead—was changed into the owvs:a of God and was no more 
considered a man, except in name alone, and [if] thou meanest 
by this that God died and rose, the heathen also, who practises 
a religion which predicates the change of men unto divinity 
and therefore propitiates and serves him as God, would stand 


1 Presumably a mistaken rendering of © 318” in the Greek. 
2 Sc. twavrbpwnnyis. 3 Literally : *a flesh of kyle”. 
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by thee. How then, sayest thou, is the opinion of heathendom 
yours? You, who have combated against me on these 
[points] until now, are deceived, and thereby have you also 
deceived men. And if thou sayest that the Incarnation * of 
God the Word took place neither by change of ovs:ia nor by 
change of divinity and the body remained in the ozs:a without 
change, but [that] he* became man with a view to the 
kypostatic and natural union, Arius also, who mocks at the 
three hundred and eighteen, would accept this confession : and 
you accept it and are not scandalized, and you agree with 
heart and mind * to Arius who speaks truly when he claims that 
he became man in the natural Aypostasts and was naturally 
united in Ayposrasis, suffering naturally by perception the 
sufferings of the body ; him thou darest to call consubstantial, 
him who is the accepter of sufferings. 

And if you decline this, as one who confesses not the $soul 
and the body among the things whereof the Word has been 
constituted in the natural Aypostasis nor [that] he suffered 
after becoming passible in a passible nature in regard to 
natural sufferings, he proclaims the / [doctrines] of Arius and 
Apollinarius. For Arius 8ays : * What does it serve thee that 
*God 8hould become a passible nature by the Aypostattc union 
* of the soul to suffer natural sufferings naturally in his body 
*and in his soul?” Does he make him who is suffering all 
these sufferings consubstantial with an impassible nature ? 
But Apollinarius condemns those who say these things while 
[otherwise| confessing like those who cleave unto his own 
faith, and commands them to keep aloof from those who say 
these things and to become his own partisans and to anathemat- 
ize all thoge who dissent from him. If further he also is 
deposed for confessing neither the intelligence nor the will, for 
8uch reason as one who confesses not the Word in the flesh 
and in the soul and in the intelligence in the natural and com- 
plete union, you will not receive him, s8ince he says all the 
[same] things as Arius. Let it be [granted] that he * is united 
to the soul and to the body and to the intelligence ; but if it 
is an Aypos/atic and natural union, thou effectest an addition 

1 Se. tvar#paryors, ? Vis. God the Word, 3 Syr. * with hands and feet '. 
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and not a diminution and thou avoidest a diminution of the 
sufferings of the body in such wise as to make subject unto the 
gufferings of many sufferings him who is consubstantial with 
him who is impassible ; great is the passibility of thoge who 
suppose this. For you give him the things which make [men] 
passible because of the Aypos!/atic union, since he is united in 
a natural composition, so as to sufter without his will the 
sufferings of the body and of the soul and of the intelligence 
and [since] he is united in ovsia and in nature, as the soul in 
the body endures / of necessity the sufferings of the soul and 
of the body. But thou makest him impassible. Then there 
has not been an Ayposzatic and natural but a voluntary union 
with the body and with the rational and intelligent soul which 
are united /ypostatically and naturally in the nature of the 
man. But the union of God the Word with these is neither 
hypostatic nor natural but voluntary, as consisting in a property 
of the will and not of the nature. For the things which are 
united by the natural Aypos/asis have a natural and not a 
voluntary quality. For he took the likeness of a servant for 
his own prosYpon and not for his nature by change either of the 
ousia, of the ousia in the nature of the humanity, or of the 
humanity in the nature of the divinity, [so that] it was united 
and mixed with the human nature either by confusion or by 
a natural composition and a change of the activity of the 
nature ; for this quality is changeable and variable. But the 
voluntary [activity] is neither passible nor changeable ; it 
Suffers not involuntarily in its natural ozs:a the sufferings of 
the soul and of the body. Those which are naturally united 
suffer indeed in ous/@ with one another, transmitting their own 
sufferings naturally and not voluntarily. For although he 
accepted them as sufferings voluntarily, when, however, he 
accepted them and suffered them, he suffered them naturally, 
in that he suffered them by a natural property and by 
perception.! 

/ If you say these things thus, you have incited them all 
and have become heathens in saying that which he * has said 
who $said these things with irreverent audacity ; they have 


i Cp. p. 8, n. 4. 2 Vis. Arius., 
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anath=-matized him," who said these things, and laid upon him 
punishment without remission and driven him out from the 
church and even from the inhabited world, as one who defiles 
the earth whereon he walks. How then do you say these 
things? But if he says concerning me: *it is because he 
' divides the natures into sundry parts and separates them and 
' distinguighes them from one another, and not because he 
'8ays these things clearly but because he distinguishes them 
*into parts one from another and says: * one son of nature 
** and one $son of grace,” as though there were two natures, 
*and he distinguishes them, saying © I indeed distinguish the 
** nature and I unite the adoration; because of him who is 
**clothed I adore the clothing ” ' *—every one would say unto 
you *O man, you have drunk mandrakes '.* If you understand 
also the Father by the things which have been said by you, 
how do you say also of him who has not been kept separate 
even by one word, that he took and was taken and made it 
his own, and [how] do you call [him] man and God ? For all 
these things belong unto those in whose doctrine the natures 
are distinguished, and not unto those who say that there is 
one owusia; for the union destroys not the diversities of the 
natures ; but if the diversities of the natures / remain in the 
union, they are kept separate by the diversities of the natures, 
in $0 far as they are diverse. But how do you say concerning 
me that I separate the union by distance of space, since I say : 


1 Viz, Arius, 

* We have not been able to trace the source of this quotation. Nau refers to 
the following two passages : (1) Cyril, ad Acacium (Labbe (Mansi), v. 320 Þ) : 
"Eripa 3 navre\@s mnapd ravryv < Nearopiov rarxobofia (v.l, xevodofia). bnoxpiverat 
jaty yap dpokoyeiv, brt wat trapkwbn, nat tvnvOptrnoe eds bv 6 AGyos, Thv Be rye ToU 
veoapragdar divapuy obr eldws, Bbo uty broudtu vous, dmobrnpet (v. 1. kmroditoryor) 
be dAAjaov avrds, Gov Big TiVels, rai duoivs dvBponov diva puepos, owvapbtrra e@ 
0 xerinas, xart pony Thy looripiar, fryouy avberriav. tn yap obrus* dxwpioros rol 
Pawoperoy ©e6s, id rodro Tod wh xopicoptrov Thy Tiyuhy of Napier yopife ras 
pros, 4A” ta Thy npoorvrnaw. (2) The following extracts from Nestorius' 
writings read at the Council (Labbe (Mansi), iv. 1201 B): . . . &i&@ Toy popotra 
Toy popovueroy utBu, Bid TOY Kexpujuuperov mpoorwe TW parbuerov, ixwpioros 
Toy pawojperov Beds, Bid Toiro Tod pt} xoprfoutrov Thv Twwiy of NopiCes, yopile 
Tas pvous, GAA” &@ Thy mpoortvyery, 

® For instances in ancient literature of * belief in the soporific and narcotic 
quality of mandragora or mandrake* sce Frazer, Folklore in the Old Testament, 
vol. ii, pp. 385-6. 
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*because of him who is clothed I adore the clothing '? For 
the clothing is not apart from him who is clothed nor he who 
is clothed apart from the clothing but it is conceived in the 
same likeness. And for this reason it is not possible to adore 
him who is clothed apart from the clothing upon him, clothed 
wherein he is seated with the Father; for he is not seated 
with him without being clothed in it and that which is seated 
with him receives also adoration with him. When it is 
Seated with him it is by all means adored not for its [own] 
sake but for the sake of him who is clothed in it. 

By all means therefore we shun those who predicate the 
Incarnation * [apart] from the union, either by a change of 
likeness which is [the view] of the heathen, or in hallucina- 
tions or in a sc/A/ma without Aypostasis [which] suffers 
impassibly, or in predicating the natural sufferings of God 
the Word, as being either by 4ypos/asis in the union or in 
flesh in the flesh either in an irrational or in a rational soul, 
and [in asserting] finally that the union resulted in an 
hypostasis of nature and not in a voluntary pros9pon, in order 
that we may not make the union of God the Word corruptible 
and changeable nor call it passible and necessary, but a 
voluntary union in pros9pon / and not in nature. Either 
they will renounce my words, admitting that the Incarnation ' 
took place in the nature, and will make the union passible and 
changeable, as Arius, or |they will make it] impassible, as the 
Fathers. Partisans of which side do you seek to be? It 
depends on you: [you are] either on the side of the heretics 
or on the side of the orthodox Fathers, or on the side of those 
who say: *[He is] neither passible nor corruptible, or on 
[that of ] those who |say that] the union appertains unto the 
hypostasis or on [that of | those who [say that it appertains | 
unto the prosdpon. But I say that the union of God the 
Word is neither passible nor mortal nor changeable. For 
these things let him who would anathematize me! I have 
kept without blemish the faith of the three hundred and 
eighteen who were assembled at Nicaca, saying that God the 
Word is unchangeable [and] immortal, that he is continuously 


1 Sc. warbpwnyos. 
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that which he is in the eternity of the Father. He was not 
[formed] of things which existed not nor of any other 
kypostasis, and there was not when he was not. Eternally 
[exists] the Father, eternally the Son, eternally the Holy 
Spirit ; but the flesh which was made flesh, which was of the 
Holy Spirit and of the Virgin Mary, exists not eternally, but 
there was when it was not; and it is of another ozs:@ and of 
another nature and of another /yposas:s, [to wit, of that] 
of men, and not of the o#5s:@a of God the Father—changeable 
and mortal and passible and corruptible. Not from * [being] 
the ovusia / of God the Word was it changed into the ovs:@ of 
the flesh, but [he had] an ozvsi9dic flesh and a natural flesh 
which was not changed from its own oz5za, Nor again was 
he changed in his likeness from the owsia of God into the 
ousia of the flesh, he was flesh not in sc/A&na and in semblance 
of flesh but in the c5:a of the flesh, of the oz5:a of the flesh ; 
the ous: of the flesh was not changed into the o5:@ of the 
divinity and made God ; he was made flesh and made man 
neither by confusion nor by mixture, and he was composed 
neither in one plain o#s!a and uniquely after his kind nor 
according to a natural composition after one kind of animal. 
Nor further was he naturally united by a natural union in 
hypostasis, and suffered and was in a natural union, [the 
natures] participating in the same things for the sake of the 
natural participation in the sufferings. 

For every natural composition, which participates by partici- 
pation in one passible and changeable nature, and is completed 
in regard to the natures by the very nature of God the Word, 
[is completed] not in a natural change but exists voluntarily, 
in such wise that the union of the natures takes place in his 
own pros0pon and not in his own nature; yet the natures 
remain in their properties, and there is one pros9porn without 
Separation and without distinction, having made them its own 
for the pros0pon. The divinity has obtained a likeness by the 
ousia of the humanity and the humanity has obtained / a 
likeness by the ovsia of the divinity, s0o that there is one 
fros6pon of the union and so that the [properties] of the 


i See Crit. n,, Þ. 400. 
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humanity belong unto God the Word and those of the divinity 
unto the humanity wherein it was made man [and $so that] 
they were closely united unto one and the same with a view 
to the dispensation on our behalf, since men were in need 
of the divinity as for our renewal and for our formation 
anew and for [the renewal] of the likeness of the image which 
had been obliterated by us: but [men had need also] of the 
humanity which was renewed and took its likeness anew ; for 
the humanity was congruous, $0 as to preserve the order 
which had existed. For he! who was honoured with the 
honour which he gave him and rendered not unto him his 
[due] honour for the honour which he received showed that 
he had lost the honour wherewith he had been honoured. 
For the one also was honoured as the other; and he accepted 
him not for himself but regarded him as an enemy. When i 
the other * was in these [circumstances] he thus preserved 
himself, making use of the things belonging to the other as if 
of his own; he truly preserved the image of God and made it 
his own: that [it is] which is the image and the pros/por. 
For this reason there was need both of the divinity to renew 
and to create and to give unto it|self | the likeness, s0 that | it | 
might be changed] from its own type to the likeness of a | 
servant ; and there was also need of the humanity, so that the 
likeness of a servant which was taken should become the 
likeness of God and God the likeness of a servant and that 
the one should become the other and the other the one / in 
prosdpon, the one and the other remaining in their natures ; 
and he preserves an obedience without sin because of his 
Supreme obedience, and because of this he was given unto [ 
death for the salvation of all the world. 

Not indeed as Arius and Apollinarius are those who 
foolishly say that God the Word in his grace accepted an 
earthly mode of life and an obedience unto death through his | 
Incarnation.* For this reason the Incarnation * took place in 
the nature of man by a natural union, in such wise that the | 
divinity was made man naturally instead of the soul and | 
comported itself and suffered truly by natural perception in 

1 Vie. Adam. 2 Vis. Christ. 3 Se. tvavOpdmyors. 
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order to be given unto death on behalf of all men and in 
respect of death to accept naturally the passibility of the 
Soul in the union of the natural &4ypostasts, being torn asunder 
by force. For this reason, the latter have attributed the 
Incarnation* of God the Word to one nature of man by a 
natural composition and to an incomplete man where the 
owugid of God the Word is instead of the things which are 
lacking from the flesk for the completion of the nature of the 
man, being commanded and performing the things which are 
comprised in the things commanded and enduring unwillingly 
the whole human conduct truly in observances difficult and 
painful and full of suffering, not doing what he willed through 
fear of transgressing the command, thirsting and hungering 
and fearing | with] human fear, willing / [with] a human will. 
And he is in the body, in all the things of the soul, making it 
in stature according to the formation and model of the sensi- 
bility, understanding, learning, being perfected in flesh in the 
nature of the soul by the natural and Aypostaric union. And 
they make void the voluntary union in virtue of the prosipor of 
the natures, establishing a natural and involuntary property in 
Such wise that God the Word participates in the sufferings of 
the soul and of the body ; the property [of participation] by 
force and not by will but natural[ly] by Aypostasis is a union 
of the natural &yposfasis naturally, so that the nature may 
become one which suffers. 

But one ought to be neither Arian nor Manichacan, [according 
to] whom the Incarnation * took place in scAfma or in the 
nature of God the Word and | who] refer all things to him in 
their doctrine : the manner of life and the sufferings and the 
death. For the nature of God the Word sinned not nor 
transgressed the commandment, $9 that God comported him- 
Self and observed all the commandments and died for us 
as one who was found without sin by reason of his manner 
of lice. Through man [came] death and through man the 
rexwrrection.* For this reason also it was needful for the 
whole man, for the purpose of the Incarnation* of God 
the Word, being completed in body and in soul, to comport 

i Se. tarfagrryers. * x Cor. xv. 22. 
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himself in the nature of men and to observe the obedience 
and the moral life of human nature. And they long for 
and honour the name of the Mother of God, since they say 
that God has died. And, further, as for the Fathers who 
even unto death have withstood / the heretics who said 
* Mother of God', they, however, have in no place indeed 
made use of these terms nor have they employed them in the 
documents of the Council. Was it because they knew not ? 
Or because they hated it? Perhaps they had some such 
word in their thoughts whereby indeed to adhere to the 
divine teaching ; and they heeded not the raving of | their] 
enemies and gave no opportunity to diminish the divinity by 
making it passible and mortal. For not he who is in name 
a theologian is to be called a theologian, but he who is a 
theologian in fact and in name does not leave alone those who 
are ready to make him made and created ; it is not he who 
provides matter * for blasphemy nor does he admit that God 
the Word surely came forth from the Virgin Mary, as one 
who exists and has existed before, and he declines the 
[doctrine] that he was born a man from her as one who 
has not existed but has come into being. [Art thou] as one 
who says that God the Word is in two natures, God and man, 
and that the man, when he was born, was in the nature of 
God the Word, or [that] he was changed into another ows:a 
of man; and sayest thou thus that he was born? For indeed 
[in that case}] he would not have been of man, but of God the 
Word would he have been, and [that] in such wise as to make 
use of the scAfma of a man but not of the onsia of a man.* 


t Syr. ale” = Gk. Jan. * Cp. Þ. 95, ©. 1. 
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[BOOK 1I. PART 1] 


VET $ome one perhaps will say, © Thou hast read only the 
(letter ; but read / also thy blasphemies which [are found] in 
' thine instructions ; for the letter perhaps was written by thee 
*with observance and caution as though it was written unto 
'him,* whereas thine instructions, which were delivered 
* authoritatively by thee, clearly explain thy purpose. And 
* for this reason even thy letter has not sufficed us, but we have 
* also examined thine instructions in order that we might be 
* accurately instructed in all things concerning thee. Nor even 
*80 have we claimed authority for ourselves nor have we 
* behaved boldly, but we have placed before ourselves also 
*the instructions of the Fathers, and we have compared 
*[thine] with them and, having thus made our examination 
* with all accuracy, we have also pronounced sentence, making 
* use of the Fathers against whom thou hast fought. For in 
* that thou hast been summoned and hast not hearkened, we 
* have done all these things rightly ; we have condemned thy 
© letter, we have examined thine instructions and we have also 
* Studied the instructions of the Fathers as law. What then 
* ought we to have done and have not done? But he,* since 
*indeed he was present, said and taught the things which he 
* ought to say, whereas thou didst then decline [to come] ; but 
*now thou dost blame us, calumniating us. Why dost thou 
* not rather accuse thyself than us? Fer we judge not things 
* invisible but visible, and, if we have made omissions and if 
*we have acted in ignorance, say now if things are such as they 
*are; and if we were / not justly stirred up against thee, thou 
* oughtest to have said it then and not now.” 

But I have much whereof to convict them concerning those 
many things which they have done and many things also 
which they have omitted, But I pass this by now, lest any one 


i See P. 95, n. 1. Nau Suggests the addition of the words Refutation des 
Accusations as the title of Book ii, part i. 
* Vis. Cyril. 
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Should say that he is now saying them because of the in- 
adequacy [of his case]. But among those things which they 
have done against me, I convict them of having not justly 
condemned me, for they have told lies and have deceived many 
without having convicted me by examination, but according 
to what he! demanded. Now he demanded that the things 
Should not be duly examined, lest the condemnation should be 
his, but he persuaded them all as God, as one who knows the 
Secrets which are in the heart, and those who took part with 
him $0 presented him in the sight of many as [to seem| one 
who was the avenger of God, namely Christ, and he permitted 
me not to speak otherwise. And thereafter he carried every 
one with him against me, so that they were even unwilling to 
hear a word of mine, as one who, while declaring utterly void 
[the doctrine] that Christ is not man, spoke of Christ himself 
[as] man in ozsia but God in equality of honour.* But he 
anticipated me and spoke against me as making God himself 
2. man, / as if he conceived of Christ as nothing else whatsoever 
than God the Word. And of constraint I directed my words 
against him, [asserting] that he is also man, and I proved it 
from the Divine Scriptures and from the teachings of the 
Fathers; and he further made use of this against me, as one 
who said that Christ is only man, having dissembled whatever 
I had said and conſessed as regards that which one required 
him to confess and [which | he was unwilling to confess. For 
I rebuked him not for not having confessed that Christ is God, 
but because he did not say that Christ was man whole in 
nature and in moral life and that God the Word became 
not the nature of man but in the nature and in the manner of 
life of man, in such wise that God the Word became both of 
them in nature. And these things I shall prove from the 
things which were written when he took [extracts] from my 
teachings and from * his teachings—whether they were thus 
the same as in the beginning or whether out of enmity towards 
me he has changed them into the opposite—and from the 
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inventions [spread abroad | by the device of the heretics, but in 
reality [by men] such as Arius. When he speaks against the 
ousia of God, he refers all the human qualities to the nature of 
God the Word by the /ypostatic union, so that he suffers in 
natural sensibility all huroan sufferings. 

/ © From the Book of Nestorius, from the sixteenth chapter, 
concerning the Faith. From which book of mine? From 
which sixteenth chapter? What is it that you sought out, 
when there was none to argue against you ? But this concerns 
me not much, whether it be clear or whether it be in need of 
investigation. I desire, however, t9 persuade you all concern- 
ing the things whereby he has deceived many and drawn them 
away from the Faith, as if indeed there had been an examina- 
tion touching the Records [of the Council], concerning things 
whereof they have accused me by anticipation without 
examination, which they have accepted {as] mine and his 
without examination. . . . 


When Divine Scripture is about to tell of the birth of 
Christ from the Virgin Mary or [his] death, in no place 
does it appear that it puts * God * but either * Christ” or 
* Son © or © Lord ', because these three are indicative of the 
two natures, now of this and now of that, now of the one 
and now of the other. For example, when the Book relates 
unto us the birth from the Virgin, whom docs it sxay? God 
Sent his Son." It says not that God sent God the Word, 
but it takes a name which indicates both the natures. Since 
the Son is man and God, it says that God sen! his Son and he 
was born of @ woman * ; and therein thou seest that the 
name is put which indicates both the natures. Thou callest 
wp, Son according to the birth from the blessed Virgin, 
or the Virgin Mother / of Christ bare the Son of God, But 
since the Son of God is twofold in natures, she bare not the 
Son of God but she bare the humanity, which is the Son 
because of the Son who is united thereto.? 


1 Gal. iv. 4 (P.). 

* Labbe (Mansi), iv. 1197 4: 'Ex Tod BiBAiov rod NeoTopiov, Terpabiov it, ets 
d6ypa, rat dveyvaody cites, "Orar obv 4 beia ypaq)) perry Atyaur $ yernow Toi 
Xprorov T1)v && Mapias Ths napbtvov,  Odvarov, ovBapoir paivera TWeion T6 cds, 
GAX' i} Xprores, 4 vics, < xopuos, inadt ravra 174 Tpia Thy pvocdy lot Tay Bo 
onparricd, more uev ravrys, more b4 Exeivnys, mort 3t Tavrys xixeivys* olby T1 Xeyw* 
Gray Thy t& mapbtvoy yervnow huiv 4 ypagh tryhra (v.l. Boryhrar), Adyer 
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T demand then of you to reflect accurately on these things; 
for I pass by the things which they have omitted, and they 
have clearly not preserved the coherence [of the argument]. 
And he accuses me of these things as if I were dividing Christ 
and making [him into] sundry parts, the divinity by itself 
and the humanity by itself, while making use of [the words] 
* honour ' and * the equality of one ' in such wise that they tend 
to bring together in love and not in the ozvs:as things far apart. 
Thus he accuses me both as touching the divinity and as 
touching the humanity, | of saying] that God the Word is flesh 
and man but [that] the humanity is Son, Lord, and God, 
which has taken place through love and through coherence. 
This is his principal calumny, so that you, since you are judges 
concerning this, ought at all times to take heed that, if you 
find that I have imagined thus—condemn me and I too will 
condemn myself. And also I will beseech you to accept on 
tradition my condemnation, which is just, although I should 
have combated ten thousand times and cite convincing argu- 
ments to establish that I make use not of ovs:!a but simply 
of love, / and that thereby he is called Lord and Christ and 
Son. But if I have said the contrary, let them prove that the 
union is [made] from nature and [that] the union belongs to 
nature. But, so far from a union in nature, I predicate one 
pros0pon, one equality, one honour, one authority, one lordship ; 
and, in short, [I insert] these things also in virtue of the union 
of one prosVpon in all those things wherein the pros9por of the 
one and of the other exists in nature; for the pros9por of the 
natures is not one nature, but it is in nature and is not nature. 
For the Son of God the Father is by nature consubstantial 
with the Father and that which the Father is in his nature the 
Son also is; for that which the pros9or is in nature, the Son, 
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«alt Oc6s, Agyer* tfameoTancey © Ocos Tov viov avon, yerwperov (v.1, yevoperov) tru 
yuvair6s* iva Grav drovonys T6, yerwperor (v.14. yerouevoy) tx ryuvaikbs, eira (ys To 
Gvopa T6 mporeipevov, TO umvvoy Tas ices TMs bio, Tiy yerrnow THY Ex T19s dyias 
napÞevou, viov per raxys* viov yap tyervnoe cov wat 7 xproTorOROs nap#evos, GAX” 
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the Father also is not; for the Son, who is in nature, is not 
the Father nor is the Father the Son, who is in the nature 
ot the Father and is the Son by nature ; for in prosdpor he is 
Something else. But they are not one thing and another but 
one only in ousia and in nature, without division, without 
Separation, without distinction in all the things which apper- 
tain by nature unto the prosdpon; but he is other by the 
fros0pon. But certainly as regards the unity of the divinity 
and of the humanity it was not 80. In whatsoever the pros0- 
pon is by its nature, in those very things it exists by union as 
in one prosVpon even in another ousia., For he has taken him 
for the prosipon and not for the ovsia nor / for the nature in 
guch wise as to become consubstantial with the Father or 
another son without there being one and the same Son. For 
the pros9pon of the divinity is the humanity and the pros9por 
of the humanity the divinity ; for it is the one in nature and 
the other in the union. Investigate therefore and see what it 
is that he has written : © Whoever predicates two natures in the 
* Son and who predicates each one of them by itself as in the 
* remoteness of the distinction of God by kimself and man by 
*itself.”* For if I had said merely God and man and not * two 
natures, one Christ ', you would have had an opnortunity to 
calumniate me for calling a man God and him man. Because 
of my having predicated two natures, man and God, I have 
not predicated two natures of man, though he is called God on 
account of the union, nor yet two natures of God, although he is 
called also flesh in the union. Thou hadst not [any ground] 
for the calumny, not even one, because I said that one Son 
and Christ indicate two natures; I said, however, that the Son 
is God and man. In the first place I said that the name of 
(Christ and Son indicates two natures, and I came at the same 
time to speak also of © the natures '; but since the Son is God 
and man, he is not predicated / solely but he is two natures. 
But thou art enraged against me because I have not called 
(od the Word two natures by change of ovs:a ; for it is not to 
be imagined otherwise than that I said that he came to be in 
the nature of the humanity and the Son was man in the union 
1 See p. 180, n. 2, 
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and not in nature. Has this that I said alarmed you, or that 
which he also has said, that the flesh, when it was born, was 
Said to have been born? Because one considers the birth of 
his flesh clearly his; he too has thus said that the flesh was 
born but [that] he made it his own. What then have I said 
at all new, [in asserting] that it is said that, when it was born, 
there was born of the Virgin Mary a man, the Son of God, 
Since this humanity was the Son of God by union with the 
von and not by nature? For by the union God the Word 
made these [properties] of the flesh his own, not that the 
divinity was born in the birth of the flesh, nor again that the 
flesh was born naturally in the birth of the divinity, but [that] 
by the union with the flesh God is called flesh and the flesh 
by union with the Son, God the Word, is called Son ; other- 
wise he has not been united, and we calumniate him | by 
denying his union]. Who has deceived you ? For this is the 
agreement of men deceived. For there is this agreement 
concerning the two natures, that in fact [the word] * Son' is 
indicative of two natures, indicating Christ and also Lord. 
*The natures which have been combined in a true union are 
diverse, but the Son is one with them both,” the natures re- 
maining without / confusion in the union : © The diversities of 
the natures are not made void on account of the union. ! 
And again, it is by union that the flesh is son and not by 
nature . . .,* for © that * wherewith he sits with the Father is not 
alien unto him '.* 
Ambrose also has said : 

When the Son of God speaks by them both, because 
there are two natures in him, he speaks, but he speaks not 
continually in one manner. Reflect on him, now in glory 
and now in the sufferings of man, since as God he teaches 
the things of God, because he is the Word, but as man he 
teaches the things of man, since he speaks in our own ous. 
He is the living bread which came down from Heaven ; * this 


bread is the Body, as he has said: Zhis bread which 7 give 
unto you is my body. He it is who came down, he it is 


1 See Þ. 144, N. 1. 2? The Syriac text indicates a lacuna here. 

3 Sc. the body. 

+ See Þ. 151, n. 1. There is no new paragraph marked here in the Syriac 
text, 5 Jn. vi. 5o(P.). 6 Jn, vi. 51, 
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whom the Father has sanctified and sent into the world. 
Does not the Scripture also teach you that not the divinity 
but the flesh has need of sanctification ? ! 


How have you citec these things and anathematized mine? 
For I have not said anything else. . . .* 


But Athanasius leaves thee not alone, saying : 


These things did not take place artificially,” far from it ! 
as some have supposed, but in reality, trulv, our Saviour 
became man jand] the salvation of all men came about, 
For if he had been artificially * in the body, as they say— 
but that which is said [to be] artificially ® is a fantasy— 
the salvation and the resurrection of men would have been 
found by him to have been fictitious as the impious Manes 
Said; but our salvation exists not in fantasy [and our 
salvation takes place truly not for the body alone but for the 
whole man, for the soul and for the body].* Human there- 
fore is that which [issued] from Mary, according to the 
Divine Scriptures and truly it belongs to our Saviour. . . .* 


Let none admit the s8aying that God the Word is in the 
body artificially * but [that he is] God as [being] God the 
Word, who existed of old and exists eternally, and came to be 
in the bodily frame and exists also in the bodily frame, without 
having come forth out of his own ozs:a into the ozsia of the 


1 Labbe (Mans), iv. 1189-92; scc below, p. 199, n. 1 (a). 

? The Syriac copyist has here added a note to the following effect : * From 
here twelve pages have been torn out and lost from the original by the troops of 
Bedr Khan Bey, when they captured the district of Dis in the year 2154 of the 
Greeks (= 4.D, 1843).* See Introd, p. xi. 

* Syr. bas/ild, literally, * metaphorically (cp. Payne-Smith, Thes. Syr. 
4003); the Greek version has #4&0« and the Latin * per extrinsecam Verbi 
praesentiam ?. 

* These words are added, as also by Nau, from the Greek text. 

5 Labbe (Mansi), iv, 1185 E: ov 06ou Ft ravra tyevero, ph yevoro, Ws Twes 
mahw YmenaBov* GAX Ovros Winfdia yereevov dvOpamrov Toi? owTHpPOs, Ghov TOU 
dv0rwnov owrnpia tyevero. © +ip Btou fv tv T& owpart 6 Abyos Kar Exeivous* T0 
pF bra Acy0pevoy parravias torlt Forhou ebpioxera rot 7 owThpia rat 7 avacoTraNs 
ray dvOpanoy Aeyontry, rort Toy doeBtoTarov Marixaior, GAAG py of parracia 
< oornpia hu@v, ob3e awparos pulvov, GAN" BAov dvBpwnov, ywxHs rat owparos, RAmBws 
h oonpia huwy yerover* GvOptrivoy yap pron T0 tx Mapias; xart TAs Pelas ypapds, 
«ai danbwov hv Tod owrhpos. 
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flesh, or having endured the birth of the flesh but from our 
OUSIA. .. . 

For human is the nature which | issued] from Mary, as the 
Divine Scriptures say, and truly it belonged to our Saviour. 
For [as regards] the ov5ia of God the Word and as regards 
the osza of man TI dissociate myself from you, and not as 
regards the name ; for I have said *©I object not to the appella- 
* tion of the Virgin, the Mother of Christ, but I know that she 
*is to be honoured who received God, from whom the Lord of 
* all came forth *.! 

These things thou acceptest not ; and how $shall one leave 
thee alone / and believe thee, as one who sayest in this 
manner that God was born? *© Human therefore is he who 
[was born] of the blessed Mary,” although a thousand times 
thou wouldest dispute against Athanasius. God the Word 
existed in the body, in that which took the beginning of its 
coming into being from the blessed Mary ; | yet] he took not 
the beginning of his coming into being. 7x the beginning was 
the Word, and God the Word exists eternally. 

Confess that the natures exist, confess as thou hast been 
bidden, confess that God wished to rescue thee by means of 
the body and that the body was not changed from the ousia 
of God into the ovus:a of the flesch; it was formed and 
fashioned and grew and was perfected in the nature of men 
and was born, but from the bodily frame of our own form, 
of the seed of men; for it was of the seed of Abraham. Why 
dost thou treat these things of the body as hallucinations and 
makest void the things of the bodily frame and assignest them 
to God, in such wise as to bring the two generations * into 
doubt, in that thou makest even the generation of the bodily 
frame without beginning, from God the Father? For thou 
sayest that God the Father is body and man, both subject 
unto beginning and subject unto completion * and that he was 

1 Labbe (Mansi), iv. 1197 C: ov 00v@ Ths pwvns Th xpiororoxrp napbevy" 
G&AX ola oeBaouiav Thy befaperyy Qeov, i fs nponnbev 6 TAv BAwv Beds (v.1. 
Zeambrns). No new paragraph is marked here in the Syriac text. 

* ],e, the doctrine of the two generations, (1) that of God the Word 


© begotten of the Father before all worlds ' ; (2) that of Christ, born in time of 
the Virgin Mary. 3 Literally : * under beginning and under completion ?. 
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born of the Blessed Virgin, because he became man. How 
sayest thou © the birth of the body'? For to God the Word 
alone thou dost attribute a generation from God the Father 
and from the Virgin. Speak clearly and confess the human 
nature, / [born] of the Blessed Mary, as the Divine Scriptures 
say. And that whereof inquiry was made is solved, that the 
ousia of God is not subject unto beginning and growth and 
completion, although it is so said through the revelation which 
[was made] little by little. Wherefore makest thou void the 
names indicative of the humanity, but wouldest at the same 
time make us believe in the divinity, as if it were not unbelief 
[to say] the divinity came forth from her, just as thou makest 
void that which indicates that it derived not [its] beginning 
from her? And thou makest void the humanity which was 
born of the blessed Mary, for thou sayest that she bare not 
the man ; since, as demons that deceive, showing that man 
is not man, thou confessest the man but [it is] God the Word 
and [then] thou confessest God the Word but [it is] the man. 
For thou deceivest men, changing the o#5s:as from the names, 
for thou sayest *man”' and assertest the ousia of God the 
Word ; and again thou sayest * God the Word, and assertest 
the ovsi@ of man, and then thou exaltest it with the name of 
God the Word, They have nought to s8ay. *It is the human 
nature which is from the Blessed Mary * ; she is then the mother 
of the man who derived beginning from her and gradually 
advanced and was perfected, *He is not by nature God, 
* although he is $0 called on account of the revelation which 
*[was made] little by little. . . .”* She is therefore on the one 
hand by nature the mother of the man, by revelation on the 
other hand $he is the mother of God, if by revelation / and 
not by nature thou sayest that he was born of her ; he then 
came forth united. to him who was born of her in flesh. 
Wherefore dost thou in part assert and then make void these 
things, like miracle-mongers, who make visible things invisible 
and in s8emblance make things which are visible invisible ? 

1 Nestorius here uses language drawn from a passage of Gregory of Nazienzum 


which was read at the Council, and which later he quotes frequently as supporting 
his arguments. See pp. 195 and 200 for the text. 
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Christianity exists in truth : deceive not . .. . © He is human 
*who was born of the Blessed Mary... .' * He who took his 
* beginning and gradually advanced and was perfected, is not 
*by nature God, although he is so called on account of the 
* revelation which [was made] little by little . . . ? 

Do you believe that they who say these things are [to be 
regarded] as truthful? Do you believe that which you have 
written—for you have written these things—or do you not 
believe them? Or do they say that Christ was a mere man, 
because they say these things concerning him? They say 
that God was not in the body artificially,* saying of God that 
he began and gradually advanced. For how is [either of] 
those which are united [to be] called mere? But thou 
considerest mere those which exist not both in ovs:!a: the 
divinity which is not the humanity and the humanity which 
is not the divinity ; but these things are foolish, as I suppose, 
in the mouth of one who ® has said that the difference of the 
natures is not made void by the union. Thou sayest therefore 
that very thing which I also [say], commending [it]: that the 
divinity exists united to the humanity and the humanity exists 
in nature and united / to the divinity. And dost thou 
anathematize those things which [are found] in my [works] ? 
Anathematize those which are thine, if it is right to call thine 
things of which thou art not confident that they are true, 
seeing that thou remainest in opposition to the Fathers and 
to the Divine Scriptures. For admirable and commendable 
is this discovery of heresy, wherein thou sayest [of ] all these 
things that none confess them ; thou alone hast set up thine 
own dogma in opposition to all men and thou dost suppose 
that they are held by all men. But, on the contrary, as one 
who has led all men through partiality, as partial thou art 
hated of all men. 

In order that the truth which is preached by all men 
may be revealed, which surely indeed thou knowest, but 
which thou darest not say, it suffices therefore for those who 
seek to know thy mind to learn also of those things for which 


1 See P. 200, n, I, ? See P. 192, n. 3. 
3 Literally : * for one who . .. to say”. 
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thou blamest me, as though I were saying that the ovs:as are 
divided by remoteness in space, but participate together in 
equality by conjunction and by love and not by that whereby 
they naturally exist, [and as though] therefore we make a 
distinction in the doctrine of the natures,” for the divinity is 
one thing and the humanity another. But by the conjunction 
of these things there is not one and another in the prospon.* 
Thus thou hast made men conceive of me, but it seems that 
I say the contrary of that which thou dost testify against me ; 
for I indeed unite the ous:as, but by the union / of the owsias 
I assert one pros0pon in one equality in everything whatsoever 
that appertains to the prosVpon, to which also both one oz5:a 
and another belongs, by separation and by being kept remote, 
but in the same | prospor]. Let us however also pass on as 
quickly as possible to other things, lest any one [there be for] 
whom in these things or by means of them there is blasphemy, 
and theae also should be refuted ......o co coo c++ » 


3 

That therefore which we were saying : * Fear no? to take 
Mary [as thy wife, for he who is born in her is of the Holy 
Spirit. or if thou sayest © was born in her ” or © came 
*into being in her”, that does no violence at all to the 
Sense; for he who is born in her is of the Holy Spirit. 
Yet if we say that God the Word was born in the womb, it 
is indeed one thing [to Say] *he was with him who was 
* born ” and another © he will be born”. For © he who is 
* born in her is of the Holy Spirit”, that is, the Holy 
Spirit has created that which was in her. The Fathers 
therefore, in that they were acquainted with the Divine 
Scriptures, have seen that if * he who was born” is added 
to *he who was found in bodily frame ”, God the Word is 
found either [to be] the son of the Spirit or to have two 
Fathers. But if we say © He came into being”, God the 
Word / is found to be the creature of the Holy Spirit. 
And, shunning the word © birth”, they have laid down 
*He came down for us men and for our salvation and was 


| Nau inserts a negative and translates : ce [n'est pas) par la parole certes que 
nous s/parons les netures. 

* There is no new paragraph marked here in the Syriac text, 

3 The copyist has added here in the margin the following note: * Two lines 
have been left blank in the exemplar.” Nau $uggests that they were $0 left for 
the title of the following section to be inserted in red ink, as elsewhere in the 
manuscript ; cp. PP. 201, N, 3, 203, N. 2. * Matt. i, 20. 
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* found in bodily frame”. What means © He was ſound 
*in bodily frame ”? [Does it not mean| that he was not 
changed from the divinity into the flesch? For in © He was 
* found in bodily frame by the Holy Spirit” they concurred 
with the Evangelist. For the Evangelist also, when he 
came to the Incarnation," shunned predicating the birth of 
the Word and laid down the being found in a bodily frame. 
How? Hear, 

And the Word became flesh,* He $aid not that the Word 
was born through the flesh. For wherever indeed the 
Apostles and the Evangelists make mention of the birth 
they lay down that the Son was born of a woman ...... 
Look wel! unto what has been written, I pray thee ; where 
they employ the term © Son ”” and [the phrase] He was born 
of a woman, they lay down that /e was born, but where they 
make mention of the Word, none indeed of them dares to 
say © the birth through the humanity”. Hear the blessed 
John the Evangelist, when he came to the account of his 
Incarnation,* hear what he has said: 7he Word became 
flesh, that is, took the flesh, and $ojourned among 1s, that 
is, put on our nature while living among us, and we have 
Seen hits glory, the glory of the Son; he $aid not © we have 
*scen the birth of the Word ”.” * 


1 Sc. eavOpwnyos. 2 Jn. i. 14. 

5 Labbe (Mansi), iv. 1197 E: 6polus rob avrov, rerpatiov x, "Onep oov 
t\tyoper* ut) poByOys mapakaBeiy Mapidp Thy yuvaira cov, T0 yap &v atry yerrnber, 
ire 01d Tov &ov |? 0s v], ere bid TAY Bho, T& vohuar: oder Avpaivernt T0 yap & 
avry Texbev tr nvevuares teorw dyiou* tav elmopuer, ri 6 Oe0s Adyos tyervmOn &w Th 
oapki. GAXo yap T0 ovveivai TH yerropery, rat io T0 yerraoba® T0 yap & abrn, 
not, yevvnbev tc mvebuarls torw dyiov, TouTECTL, TO mveupa T0 iywv ErTWVE TO & 
avry, elvov ov of nartpes, &s emoThpores TW belwy ypapav, ir: tav Emt TO 
oapkoverra (vl. rov coaproberros) Caper THY yervnberra, evpiorerat t) vices mvevuaros 
6 Qeds Adyos, 9} dvo nartpas txwv, h Bi wor evpebhoerat 6 Ocds AGyos KTITpa Tow 
nvevuaros &v, qpevyovres youy Ths yervhoews Atv EOnrar* TOY KaTehBoyra Bi thuas 
Tovs avOpwmovs, rat bid Thy hpuertpay owThplay, caprwbevra, Ti tori caproberta ; 
ov Tpanevra and becrhros els odpra* Tp capkwberra tr mvevuaTros dyiov hrohovOnoav 
T&@ ebayyenory. rat yap 6 etayyenorhs tabav es Thy evavOpwnnorw tuye yerrnouw 
elmeiy Ent Toy AGyov, wat TEnre oaprworw, MOV j; Axovoov* Kat 6 AGyos Tdpt tyevero. 
oox etner* 6 Ayos $16 capes tyervhOn* Gaov per yap wrnporevouar h of dnboroXon, 
} of evayyencorat Toi vion, TWeaow, irs tyevvhOn tr yovarcls, mpoocxe Tw ACyo- 
ptvy, naparaag* Gmov jev Acyouvot T0 Wvouna TOY view, rat Ori EyervhOy tx myuvaikds, 
Tibtaoi T0 tyervhOy* mov IR puvnporevoust Tov AGyon, ovdets array ErdApyoer einer 
yervyow bia Ths dvBpermerhros, dxove 6 parapos 'Imavvys 6 evayyenorhs thbav els 
Toy Adyov, a! Thy tvavOp@rmoy avron, ixovooy ola phow* 6 AGyos oapf tyevero. 
rovrtorTw, dvtxaBe odpra, kai torhvacery ty mhuiv, TourEoTw, hpeTEpay Evebvoraro 
voy, xat tgrmoer tv huiv* rat theaodueda Thy Bofav avrod Tov viour ob elner* 
teaoaueba Thr yerrnay Tov AGyon. 
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So then I have $stated the reason which I should have 
gupposed satisfactory, / on account of which the Fathers said 
in their laying down of the Faith not that he was born of the 
Holy Spirit and the Virgin Mary, but that he was made flesh, 
in order that they might not say that the Holy Spirit was 
Father or that which was created |was|] Son, but rather that 
he was made flesh by the Holy Spirit and of the Virgin Mary, 
in order that they might attach became ' to the flesh, because 
he was made flesh. But as regards the history of [his] being 
made, what Jo you say? Speak openly. Reprimand those 
who have clearly blasphemed, | asserting that] * He was born 
of the Holy Spirit', If he was born, the Holy Spirit was 
the Father of the Son or the creator of God the Word ; yet 
these, I have said, [are things] which neither the Fathers have 
Said nor do I sxay. Have I blasphemed in saying these things ? 
Or have I surely calumniated the Fathers? If it is [possible] 
for you to show that the Fathers have said these things, speak 
openly. Which of these things? Is God the Word a creature 
or the son of the Holy Spirit? And if he is not a creature, 
flesh which is fleshly, then is he no more a creature of the 
Holy Spirit; speak openly. *He was made flesh ' means 
that he was in every sense * made flesh in his nature, and it 
was not another who was made flesh; he is said to have been 
made flesh. But he was made flesh in his own ozs:a, in the 
flesh which came into being and was born of the Holy Spirit. 
For * he was born ', as thou sayest, is contrary to what thou 
hast said ; since, when he was born, the flesh is said to have 
been born, as though he made it the birth of his own flesh, 
whereas he was not / made flesh in his [own] self but in its 
own ousia. Therefore * he was made flesh' and © he was born ' 
do not signify the same thing, and for this reason they have 
laid down * he was made flesh * and not *he was born '. [This 
is clear], since they have taken the word * became” for the 
flesh; and for this reazon also the Evangelist said that he 
became flesh and $said not that he was born, so that by 
* became ' he limited not God the Word. But, as touching 
the flesh which came into being, it became his flech. And 


| Literally : © by every means ”. 
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God the Word s0journed among us ; God the Word © became ' 
not, for he existed. 

And hear them; for you would not disclaim these men 
whom you have brought in accusation against me. Speak 
then, O Ambrose, disregard not him who is oppressed ; be 
not at the beck and call of the calumniators,* and condemn not 
innocent blood before it has been heard. TI say that the flesh 
came into being of the Virgin Mary [and] appertained not 
unto God the Word; for I confess him neither made nor 
come to be nor created. Yet all these rise up against me 
like swords, nor even are they willing to hear my speech 
entirely, and in regard to these things they cite thee among 
the witnesses. Of death I was not afraid, | I] who have been 
thus calumniated, but of having been condemned as impious 
in thy pros9pon, thine! I have spoken in accordance with 
Ambrose and I deny not aught that I have said, although 
they have drawn the sword against me. / This have I said : 
*In consequence of these things he was ready to come into 


+, 


* being of a woman, according to the |word] © became ” *, 
Thou * limitest not the divinity, but the body which was 


1 Syr. fin the mouth of the calumniators ?, probably a literal translation of the 
Gk. t&nt oT6paros as used in 4 Kings xxiii, 35 (LxXx). 

? Vis. Ambrose. The following are the passages from Ambrose read at the 
Council to which Nestorius refers. See Labbe (Mans), iv. 1189 Þ, x : 

(1) El tuot ov moTevovor, morevows: T@ dmooTlAy Atyovrt* Gre Bt Abe 70 
mAhpwpa To) xpovov, tfantoraunrev 6 Qeds Tov vidv atrod, yevouevov tx wyuvards, 
yev6pevoy imd vouor* Tov vidv avrov pnoiv, obx wa tk nonawv ov rowdy, GAN 
avrov* Ths didiov yevvhoews Tiv idioryra tohpave. ToUTOv perd Tara yev6peror 
tc yuvatkds Karackevate, mos T0 yeveobar ov Th Oeoryri, GANG To mpoohnpOtyri 
oQpari mepryparyy. yevouevoy Ur yuvaikds, ia Ths npoohnpbelons capkts* yevoueroy 
bnd y6pov, bi Ths Tov v6uov pvrarys* 7 yap uorarh avror yevvnors mpo Tor vopov, 
airy 3 perd Toy vopor, 7 

(2) Eiwnhowsot Toivuy al nd T@Ev AGywv para (1rT7oas, O74 7) Tov Qeon Banikeia, 
«abs yeypanra, oor &v nebor Aoyov ivOpunivav EoT'v, GAN" &v Gmodeifer Duviuews, 
vadfwper Thy raqpopay The Belryros rat The caphkis. els & txartpy Make 6 Tow 
©eod vids, Grit tv are 1 exartpa vos teoriv. 6 atros AaArt, ai ook &y evi mavroTe 
Zaxtyera rpbngy. npboxes tv aire vuvi pev B&fay cov, vuvi Bt ivOpwnov neby. Gr 
&s Oeds iidd@ore 74 Beta, tmet AGyos Early ws Be EvOpwnos, Atyau TH dvOptmva, tmet 
tv Th tuj oboig tiextyero. obrbs tomw 6 dpros 6 (@v, bs xartBy tf ovpavod. obros 
6 dpros < odpy tori, rabas rat avros £7 obros 6 Gpros, by &yw Fwaw, 5 oapt wo 
torw. obrds torw 6 caraBds. ovros torw, by d narhp tyyiace, rat tmeppev els r0v 
x6opev. ovd3t avro 70 ypappa huas t3aore Tov ayiaouor Thy Bedryra xpriav £0X1- 
KEvaui, GAAQ Thy 0apka, 
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assumed : namely, he who descended is the same whom the 
Father has sanctified and sent into the world. Does not 
also the Scripture teach you that the divinity was not in 
need of sanctification but the flesh2 If then they have 
deceived, they have deceived themselves and not me. 

And thou also, O Gregory the divine, what then [sayest 
thou]? What opinion hast thou concerning these things ? 
T ask, not that I know not, but because in thine own name 
they desire to crush the truth. What knowest thou of him 
who was by the Holy Spirit of the Virgin Mary, who began 
and gradually advanced and was fulfilled? I say not in the 
prosdpon, but in the ousza. What else at all wouldest thou 
concede except something which thou hast conceded unto 
them in written works? [To wit}, that the man who was 
taken . . . . * He indeed who begins and grows and is per- 
* fected is not God, although he is so called on account of 
* the revelation which |was made] little by little.” *For one 
*and another were those of which our Saviour was, if the in- 
* visible and the visible are not the same, God on the one hand 
* who was man and man on the other who was made God.' * 

But speak thou also, O wise Athanasius ; for thou also hast 
been calumniated with many calumnies s8uch as these and 
hast endured |much] at the hands of the Arians, on behalf 
of / the tradition of the Son, God the Word. What opinion 
hast thou concerning [the statement] that © he was born of 
the Holy Spirit of the Virgin Mary'? In the nature and 
not in the pros/por which | results] from the union * we say 
* that one and the same Son and none other was born of 
*Holy Mary '. But [we call] this one and him only, who was 
born a 8on, Christ, God the Word together with his flesh, and 
the same one flesh with God the Word. But *in ovs:/@ God 
*the Word is of God the Father, and the flesh is the flesh 


1 Labbe (Mansi), iv. 1193 =: T0 yap fpyperor, < nporomrov, $ TeXaovuevor, on 
ee6s, xv bid Thy rare uurpdy abfnow obrw Atymra Nestorius throughout reads 
© revelation” where the Greek text in Mansi has aifyow and the Latin 
incrementum. 

* Labbe (Mansi), iv. 1192 Þ : «at & $ ovyr6pws elneiv, G\Ao pty wat A\Ao Ta 
tf iv 6 owrhp, cimep pt Tavroy T0 deparov T& dparg, rai 70 ixpovoy T& ind 
xp6yoy* oe GAnkos Be wat GAkes, pil yevoro* T6 yap Gupbrepa, iv Th ovyrpdce, 
Se0v pey trarOpwnmoavros, WvHponov Be Bewbtvros, f Cmws Gv Tis Cvopdout, 
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* which he put on from the Virgin ' that it might come to be. 
We $say not one and another, for there is one pros9porn of both 
natures. But he who by nature came into being by the Holy 
Spirit, what was he? And what was his nature ? And of what 
nature was the Virgin, his mother? For inquiry is made of 
this. Hear them all. . . . . I have said he is man who was 
of Mary, according to the Divine Scriptures, and that he was 
truly our Saviour. *For if artificially * the Word was in 
*the body, as they say, he then who is said [to be] arti- 
* ficially * is a phantasy.* The saivation and the resurrec- 
*tion of men will be found to have been fictitious, as the 
* impious Manes has said ; but our salvation is not in phantasy 
*nor in the body alone but in the whole man: to the soul 
*and to the body truly salvation belongs. Human therefore 
* was he who was of Mary, as the Divine Scriptures say, and 

* he truly it was who . . . . [was] our Saviour... .' 

/+ « + . So indeed we name Christ as concerning the flesh, 
owing to the conjunction with God the Word, recognizing 
him since he is visible as man. 

© Hear Paul, who says in two [pazsages| : Of the Ferws tis 
Christ as concerning the flesh, he who 1s God over all.” He 
confesses the man in the first place and then, owing to his 
conjunction with God the Word, he calls him who is visible 
God, that none may suppose that Christianity is the worship 
of a man.' * 

That none may accuse me anywhere, take heed and look 
well, in what $sense I 8ay *a mere man who is far removed 
from divinity '. I say © Christ who [is] in flesh ', as also I 
predicate the same in the divinity. For I have not said 
*a fleshly Christ', but © Christ who [is] in flesh', I speak of 
the flesh of Christ by reason of the conjunction with God the 

1 See P. 192, N, 3. * Syr. pantdsyd = Gk. pavracia. 3 Cp. Rom. ix, 5. 

* Labbe (Mansi), iv. 1200 C: 6poiws Tod avrov rerpabioy te, els Boyua. obrw 
«at Toy Kara oapra XproTOy tk Ths mpos Bey AGyor ovvapelas ©e0v Gopudioper, 
$awbpevoy eidores ws divÞpeonov. arovooy Toy Navaov Gpuplrepa rhptrrovros tf 
"Tovdaiay, pyoiv, 6 Xpioros T0 xara capa, 6 bv tmi mavrwy eds. Gpohoyer TOY 
GvOponov nporepoy, rai TOTE Th TOY Qcov ovvapeiq Beokoyer T0 pawbuevor, Iva juybets 
dvO8pononartpeiay (v.l. avOpwnoXarpey) TW XproTiaveo pov vnontevoy. 

Nau suggests that the space of four lines at the head of this quotation in the 


Syriac was left for the title to be inserted in red ink. Cp. pp. 196, n. 2, 
203, N. 2. 
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Word, as being indeed united to and not distinguished from 
God the Word. Nor indeed with equality was it united but 
to God the Word himself, And of him who was visible in 
ousta, I said that he was of the Jews and not God the Word, 
since I confess that the man in respect of oz5:/@ and of nature 
is of the Jews and not God the Word in respect of nature. 
And I said © man in nature apart from the nature of God the 
* Word * / but he is God by virtue of that union which came 
* about in the prosdpon *. Art thou angered with me on account 
of this? 

But hear what Athanasius proclaims unto thee: © Human 
* then iv he who [was born] of Mary, according to the Divine 
* Scriptures; neither in semblance nor in phantasy is he our 
' Salvation and the resurrection of men, as the impious Manes 
*Said; nor only of body but of the whole man, of soul and 
of body, became he truly our salvation.'* Human therefore 
was he who [was bofn] of Mary, according to the Holy 
Scriptures and truly was it he who was our Saviour. . . . . 
Why therefore deniest thou our salvation2 Why therefore 
have you condemned as impious whosoever denies not but 
conſesses [it]? You are then either denying that he is human, 
as the Manichacans, or, if you deny not, you cannot condemn 
him who denies not but confesses [it]. Hear Gregory pro- 
claiming that he who was taken was human ; for © he who begins 
*and gradually advances and is perfected ' is not God * although 
*he is 80 called on account of the revelation which | was made] 
little by little '.* Seest thou that he says that he who was taken, 
who begins and gradually advances and is perfected, is man 
by nature but God by revelation? What then is the obscurity 
before your eyes, that you see not these things? But if you 
were to accuse these my [opinions], you ought not to contrast 
the one [statement] with the other, since it is [useful] in 
Supporting them. / But if you accept these and such like 
things, it is not right to write of them as impious. I have 
brought these my charges against those who deny the 
humanity which has been taken from us and who confess as 
the Manichacans; and not simply that, but I have laid down 


? See P. 200, N, I, 


| Cp. p. 192, n. 5. 
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the properties of the natures and of the one pros9pon: and [it 
is] moreover in some respects two, in that on the one hand 
which concerns the natures, but in other respects in the union. 
And thou hast accepted the pros/pon of those men," as if 
indeed thou wert one of them, whereas thou art in everything 
the enemy of those who accept my words. For we take from 
these men and we cast before thee | our doctrine], proclaiming 
that our Salvation has not taken place in phantasy, O men, 
*Human is the nature which is of Mary, as the Divine Scrip- 
* tures Say . . . . f He indeed who begins and gradually 
* advances and is perfected has not become God, although 
*he is s0 called on account of the manifestation which | took 
* place] little by little. . . . '* 


But even as we call God the Creator of all and Moses 
a god, for [it is written]: / have made thee a god unto 
Pharaoh,* and Isracl the son of God, |for it is written]: 
Israel is my Son, my first-born,* and as we call Saul 
the anointed, for [it is written]: 7 will not put forth 
mine hand against him, Seeing that he is the Lord's 
anointed,” and [as we say| similarly also of Cyrus: 7hus 
Saith the Lord to his anointed, to Cyrus,* and [as we called | 
the Babylonians consecrated, [saying|]: 7 indeed / have 
commanded them , they are consecrated ones, and I shall 
bring them *; $0 also we call our Lord Christ and God 
and Son and consecrated and Christ; yet, whereas on the 
one hand the participation in the names is like, the honour 
on the other is not the same.*® 


1 Viz. Gregory and Athanasius, 

? The copyist has here added the following note in the margin : © These lines 
in the original are blank,” from which Nau supposes that the title of the following 
Section has fallen out ; cp. pp. 196, n. 2, and 201, n. 4. 

3 Exod. vii. 1. * Exod. iv. 22 (P.). 5 x Sam. xxiv. 6 (Syr. 7). 

© Is. xlv. r (P.). 7 Is. xiii. 3. 

s Labbe (Mansi), iv. 1200 Þ : 6Gpolws Tod avron, Terpadiov K(", GAA Wonep 
tAtyopey Gedv TOy navrov Fnwoupyoy, rat Qebv, Tov Mawvoea* Ocoy ryap, yo, 
TWura oe To) Þapab, rat vidv TOY 'Iopat)) Too ©c09* vios tyap, pnot, mpwrororts pou 
6 'lopaya. rat bomep \eyoper Xproroy Toy Eaovhe of ph yap, pnoiv, emBala Thr 
x&iph pov in” aire, ir: Xproros rupiov tori. rat Toy Kipov waavrws* Tae Neyer, 
$yol, xvpios TÞ Epror@ pou Kipp! rat Toy BaBmaiviov Giyove tyw yap, phot, ovrrafw 
adrors* tyragutro lol, rye dye avrovs. ory Aeywyer rat Toy BDeonbrThv XproTov 
xa? Oedv «at vidy xa? &yiov rat Xptrorby, GAN' þ pitv kowwvin TEv Ovoparov Gpoia, 
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Wherein do you blame these things, O calumniators and 
wise men? Because I have said that, even as we call God 
the creator of all and Moges a god, so also [have we called] 
our Lord Christ God of all and Maker? But, because Moses 
is called a god and Christ God and moreover Creator, we do 
not speak of Moses himself as of Christ; or, hecause Moses 
was a god unto Pharaoh, do we say that he was moreover 
the Maker of all? Far from it! For community of names 
constitutes not community of honour and equality. For the 
honour of the Creator of all and that of Moses are diverse : 
that of the one on the one hand [being] that of the creator, 
that of the other on the other hand [being] that of the 
creature which has been commanded to become the chief. 
Thus also both our Lord and Israel are called son; yet the 
community of names constitutes not a community of honour : 
but thus? [the one] is by nature God, consubstantial with 
the Father, Creator and Maker of all; but not the other. 
So also [with] every single one of the rest of them. As we 
8ay of God * Creator of all”, 80 also do we say of our Lord 
Jesus Christ © CGzod and Son and Christ'; for as regards each 
one of these things which are called by this name, there is 
therein a difference between the nature which created / all and 
the honours which are surely bestowed ; for the rank and 
the honour which is more excellent than all is the [divine] 
nature. For I have said that the name of © Christ ' and [that] 
of * Son ' are indicative of the two natures, of the divinity and 
of the humanity—ſa thing] with which there is nothing equal 
in those things which have been said—in such wise that it is 
not right to take heed of the name but of that which it 
indicates. Christ on the one hand is God of all and Creator ; 
on the other hand Moses also is called a god, but he is not 
called in the same way a god nor is he conceived as God. 

* But they 8uppose, then, to overwhelm me on the subject of 
tae humanity, [saying] that, if he, who was of Mary, was 
human nature, as the Holy Scriptures {|assert and] yet was 
God by manifestation and not by nature, thou callest one of 
them by grace God and Son and holy. But in answer to you 


1 See crit, n., p. 400. 


—287] 17 no incarnation, no atonement 205 


I say this only, that, if you, like Gregory and Athanasius, 
confess him who was of Mary and who began and gradually 
advanced and was perfected, [to be] human nature, while [he 
was] God by revelation and distinct from all men through 
the purpose concerning that name whereof he made use for 
the distinction, to the same extent the Creator is [one] with 
the creature because there is one prospon —thus I also confess. 
But if you confess not the human nature which began and 
gradually advanced and was brought to fullness, as Athanasius 
and Gregory have said, / then you are not to be excused as 
[one of the] orthodox, but stand forth with the Manichaeans. 
But Gregory, Athanasius and Ambrose ask you if the flesh is 
consubstantial with us and if the soul is consubstantial with 
us. Whatever it is, it 'is also in the ovs:a of man; therefore it 
is man, distinct from us in honour and in rank. In such wise 
as Israel is called son and as Moses is called a god, so likewise 
Christ [is to be called] God, | but] not by nature, and Son of 
God, [but] not by nature. And as God himself was made 
man but in the nature of men, he was made man in him who 
[issued forth] from Mary.* But if he has not been made 
man in man, he has saved him[self] and not us ; but if he has 
saved us, he has been made man in us and has been in the 
likeness of men and has been found in sc/&ma as a man and 
has not himself been man. 

Say then these and such like things openly. Why then do 
you make pretence of not speaking of these things, although 
you dispute concerning them as if [they were] the things which 
you are Saying, whereas you are not saying them? And those 
things which you say you say in sc/4ma, and you are unwilling 
to call him who was of Mary human nature, as is said in the 
Scriptures. Him who calls him not human nature, like one of 


1 Vis. the name which he took for the purpose of exalting it above all other 
names. 

2 This is one of the very few passages in which at first sight Nestorius seems 
to suggest 5omething very like © Nestorianism ' as commonly understood ; cp. 
Pp. 224, n. 3. But that this was not his intention is clear from pp. 225, 312-15. 
It is interesting that here, immediately after the suspicious passage, he claims 
for his doctrine that which * Nestorianism ' has usually been held to lack—-the 
provision for a universal atonement. 
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men, of the natural body of our fathers, whence we also have 
come in soul and in body—and he has / all [the qualities] of 
the rational part of the soul except sin—him Gregory accuses 
[in the same way] as the.Manichaeans : for © he who begins and 
* gradually advances and is perfected is not God, although he 
is 80 called on account of the revelation which [was made] 
f little by little”. In that which concerns the humanity he is 
not by nature divine but by revelation. But in the nature of 
the divinity there exists a great difference between those who 
are called gods or lords or christs, but in the humanity he is 
like them all, and there is one pros/pon in two natures. He is 
God and he is Lord and he is Christ ; for he makes not use of 
a pros0pon which has undergone? a division but makes use of it 
as of his [own] prospon. For all the things appertaining to the 
oustia are his by virtue of the union and not by nature. Or do 
you not admit that Christ in his divinity is God and maker of 
all? He is not like Moses, although Moses is called a god. 
For community of names constitutes not community of honour; 
for there is one honour of the servant and one of the lord, 
although in that which concerns the body he is distinct * from 
the servants. 

But if thou sayest tkat the body and the nature of the body 
and the soul, rational and intelligent, abide without change 
and without transformation, but dost not admit the things 
which indicate the soul and the body, [some] of them in the 
union and [others] of them in the nature, taking / all of them 
of one nature, thou beliest the truth, making yea nay and nay 
yea. And in order to deceive thou callest him who was of 
Mary human nature, as the Divine Scriptures [affirm], and 
accountest not among his own [qualities] according to nature 
those of the humanity. But in virtue of the pros/pon thou 
raigest him above all humanity, in such wise that he on the 
one hand, who is eternally even as he is and began not nor 
gradually advanced nor was perfected, is one, but he who 
began and gradually advanced and was perfected both in the 


1 Sec Þ. 200, Nn, 1. 2 Literally : © has acquired '. 
* Bedjan $0 prints the Syriac text, adding $sic in the margin : Nau inserts a 
negative and translates : « ne differe pas des serviteurs. 
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union and in the manifestation in one pros9on, is another, 
God who was made man and man who was made God. He 
was not transformed and changed from his divinity, just as 
also the humanity of Christ is not changed in nature from 
[ that of] men except in honour and in pros/pon ; for he is God 
of all and Lord and Son; and in all the things which are the 
divinity in 0z5za, in them exists the humanity in honour, not 
by another honour but by the same as that of him who took 
the prosdpon : the humanity making use of the prosdpor of the 
divinity and the divinity of the pros/por of the humanity, since 
for this it has been taken and for this he has taken it, not 
indeed $80 that we should not confess him who was taken but 
that we might confess him. Confess then the taker as he 
took, and the taken as he was taken, wherein [each is] one and 
in another, and wherein [there is] one and not two, after the 
Same manner as the manner of the Trinity. 


/ Likewise from the same, from the fifteenth roll. 

Have this mind in you which was also in Fesus Christ, who, 
being in the likeness of God, emptied himself and took the 
likeness of a Servant." He $says not: © Have this mind in 
you which was also in God the Word, who being in the 
likeness of God took the likeness of a servant,' but he puts 
the name * Christ ', which is indicative of the two natures, 
avoiding all risk,* and he names him the likeness of a servant 
which he took and on of God, those things which are 
Said in regard to the duality of the natures being divided 
without blame.” 


It is also right after this to examine the opinion of every one: 
and first mine; [to ascertain] if it is, as he * says, that I say 
one thing and another and distinguish the divinity s0mehow 
as it were by remoteness of place, and confess not that he is 
one and the same. Yet, avoiding all risk,* I have said that he 


| Phil. ii. 5-7. 2 Literally : * without risk *. 

3 Labbe (Mansi), iv. 1201 A: 6yoiws Tov avrov, rerpabiov it, Touro ppoveiote 
& bpiv, $ rat ty Xptor@ "Ihoov* bs ty poppy cod bmapxor tavrov Exerwoe, puopphr 
$ovaov AaBaw., obs elme* Torro ppovelobe ty buiv, & ral tv T@ a Acyp, bs & 
poppy cod brdipyour, poppy Fovaov ExaBer., GANG AaBav T0 Xproros, ws Thy Boo 
pvocov mpooyyoplay onuarrichy (v.1. os Ths Tay Bvo proewy mpoormyopias onparricoy), 
drwBuvos avrov rat Bovhov proppiyy dvaraBeiv, rai Geo bvopdle, TEv Acyouevor ti; 
T0 Toy pvoewy dAjmros ueprcouerav brmiovy, 

' Vis, Cyril. 
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named * the likeness of a servant ' and © God? ; we understand 
neither that which took nor that which was taken in distinction 
but that which was taken in that which took, while that which 
took is conceived in that which was taken ; for that which took, 
therefore, is not conceived of itself, nor again that which was 
taken, so that he is not [conceived to have been] in the 
very prosopon of that which took and of that which was 
taken." 

/ Thou dost censure me, therefore, not for this but because 
I distinguish the properties of the union which belongs to each 
of the natures, in 8uch wise that each one of them subsists in 
its kypostasis, and I say not that they are referred to God the 
Word as one who is both of them in ovs:a; or that the 
[properties] of the flesh were taken upon God without [their] 
hypostasts,* that he might be revealed only in the likeness of 
the flesh and that he might make use of and suffer all the 
[things] of the flesh, whether he was changed into the nature 
of the flesh or they * were mixed in one nature, or [whether] 
the [properties] of the flesh are referred to the ovsi@a of God 
by confusion or by alteration or by natural composition for 
the fulfilment of the natural composition, in order that he 
might suffer passibly the sufferings of the body, without the 
bodily frame's fulfilling any purpose in its own nature in the 
dispensation on our behalf, and without its performing human 
actions, either by the will of the soul or by the human imagina- 
tion, or by the sensibility of the body, but by the imagination 
and by the will of God; still by the sensibility of God he is 
sensible of all human things. But in name alone he has a 
body, without Aypostasis and without activity ; and for this 
reason thou callest him man as something superfluous only in 
word and in name, in that thou art not content to predicate the 

1 The phrase *s0 that he is not? must clearly be taken as expressing a corol- 
lary of the view which Nestorius is rejecting. 

* Here Nestorius refuses totidem verbis to deny the human hypostasrs of 
Christ ; but see p. 156, n. 2. This passage surely makes it all the clearer that 
Nestorius used the word hypostasts in its older sense as practically equivalent 
to what Cyril called ousia. The two words are evidently synonymous in the 
Sentence below beginning : © But in name alone he has a body...” See too 


p. 218, n. 3. 
3 V/ts, the two natures. 
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ousta and activity of man or the existence of two natures, each 
of them with properties and hypostases and ousta. 

But some one perhaps will say : *It is because thou con- 
* fessest not that / God the Word and Christ are the same 
* thing.” 

For this reason then thou * dost censure those who say that 
Christ is one [thing] and God the Word another, apart from 
Christ. If then I said © Christ * and © God the Word another, 
apart from Christ', or * Christ apart from God the Word *, you 
would have said well ; but if I have not said and do not say 
this but confess otherwise, still now saying this same thing, 
pervert not that which I say, and in the very same thing thou 
wilt find the distinction of whatsoever it * indicates. Now I 
have said that the name * Christ ' is indicative of two natures, 
of God indeed one nature [and of man one nature *]. One 
indeed is the name which indicates two and another [that] 
which indicates one which is not anything else. Even as if a 
man were to say of man too that the name * man' indicates 
one thing and * rational soul ' another. [It is] not that man is 
one thing and the soul another apart from man. For he who 
Says *man ' speaks not of him [as] without a soul, because 
except for a soul he is not man. But the [name] * man” on 
the one hand is indicative of the union of two natures, of the 
Soul and of the body, but that * of a nature, for the nature is 
one thing and the union of the natures another. What then ? 
God the Word is nothing else apart from Christ, nor Christ 
apart from God the Word. Why dost thou make use of the 
names indistinguishably, as though the same thing were 
indicated by this or / by that ? * 

But * Thou makest a division, so that one says not © God 
the Word ” but © Christ ”, as though © Christ ” were one thing 
and «& God the Word ” another.” 

But hear also from us: He is not one thing and another ; 
for he would be one thing and another if Christ were apart 

1 Vis, Cyril. 
2 [.e. the name * Christ ' as used by Nestorius. 


3 These words are added by Nau to complete the antithesis. 


* Viz. the soul. 
5 There is no new paragraph marked here in the Syriac text. 
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from God the Father. But, if there is not the very same thing 
in ousia, [this] indicates one thing and another, | for example], 
the visible and the invisible; and those things from which 
Christ is [formed] exist in their own ovs:zas and God the Word 
is not in the nature of both of them. But thou confessest 
distinct natures of the divinity and of the humanity but one 
Christ from them both ; thou 8ayest not that God the Word 
himself has different natures but one ; but there is a distinction 
between him and his concomitant. Thou sayest therefore 
that Christ himself is one thing and another, because thou 
predicatest of him the different natures of divinity and of 
humanity. But the nature of God the Word is one, not 
different natures. Or, as I have said, [the truth is] that he is 
not one thing and another, in that Christ exists not apart from 
God the Word nor again God the Word apart from Christ, 
but he indicates one thing and another, because Christ is of 
God the Word and of humanity by union, whereas God the 
Word is one nature and not of both natures, and it is not his 
by union to become God the Word, 

/ And thou too bearest witness, albeit unwillingly, to these 
words which I say; but forsooth thou bearest witness when 
thou sayest that the natures which have been combined in the 
union are different, whereas one Christ | issues] from them 
both. For if thou indicatest not the one and the other, where- 
fore hast thou not been the first to make bold to s8ay that 
which thou wouldest persuade me to say : that one [issues] 
from them both, God the Word? But thou wast unable to 
speak or I was unable unmistakably * to hear thine impiety, 
and for this reason thou hast passed it by without indicating 
it ; thou hast been constrained clearly to confess the truth, 80 
that thou art thereby [proved to be] without reverence and 
hast no place of refuge. The one and the other indicate one 
thing and another, but it is not one thing and another : for it 
is one thing and another from which our Saviour | issues], but 
he is not one thing and another—far from it !—as he also is in 
respect to the Trinity. But thou referrest to God the Word 
the things of the flesh, so that he sees and speaks and suffers 


Literally : *nakedly?, 
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the things of the flesh, but only as surely making uge of the 
flesh, as the Arians say when they attribute the activities and 
the sufferings to the divinity naturally, and as Apollinarius 
[says when he maintains] that instead of the intelligence it ' 
performs naturally the operations of the soul and of the body. 
Thus this man * also makes use of God the Word in all of 
them, both in the body and in the intelligent soul, that he 
may suffer the sufferings of the body and perform the activities 
of the rational soul, | making them | the manner of life and con- 
duct of God the Word. And the properties of his own pros0p01t 
thou dost attribute to the nature / of God the Word and not 
to the prosdpon of the humanity, which is moved to and fro 
by the humanity in accordance with the nature of man, but 
[according to you | by God the Word. 

But what is [this] whole man who neither acts nor is 
acted upon in accordance with the nature of man? In name 
indeed alone is he man and in name body and in name 
rational soul, he who is not moved to and fro in the nature of 
his being, neither as soul by purpose and will nor again as 
body by sensibility of soul, but [in whom] God the Word 
has been established to become the will and the purpose and 
the sensibility in the body and in the soul in such wise that 
God the Word $should act and suffer sensibly these bodily 
[sensations] and those of the soul : anger and wrath and lusts 
and fear and dread and thoughts and operations and judge- 
ment and voluntary choice ; all these things he does and suffers 
in the place of the soul and in the place of the body, in such 
wise that by the victory of God the Word won in suffering 
and nature that nature which had been guilty was victorious, 
since he had given unto it his own victory, in order that it 
might be victorious through and by him who had assumed 
it for his nature. All these things are changes of the nature 
of God the Word, being naturally given to him that he might 
suffer, and [that] thou mightest predicate of him a nature 
passible and changeable and variable. For he, who by his 
nature was impassible but who through a passible nature 
became the nature of the other, was passible and corruptible 


i Vis. the Word, 2 Vis. Cyril. 
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and variable; for he, who by nature is impassible and / un- 
changeable and invariable, does not even suffer in any manner 
in the human nature, since it is not his to suffer in his nature. 
But if thou s8ayest that the one, whose it is not to suffer in 
his nature, has suffered in nature, it is a folly to say that he 
has suffered in another nature; but he who comes to folly 
surely deceives, and like the Manichacans makes our very 
salvation to have taken place in deception. 

Speak ; what 8ay you? Which is the party of the orthodox : 
[that] cf those who teach that God the Word is unchangeable 
and invariable or | that | of those who predicate of him the human 
nature [received] from Mary, who consider him a rational 
and intelligent soul and a whole man and then deny the 
properties of the humanity and confess not that they are such 
as they | are in the nature of the man, but attribute to God 
the Word all things as to a changeable and variable | being] : 
birth and growth and upbringing and gradual advance in 
Stature and in wisdom and in grace and the commandments 
and their observance and their fulfilment and the suffering 
and the Cross and the death and the resurrection? What 
s$ay you? Instruct men. How ought they to think and to 
confess? Is God the Word two owusias in nature, or dost thou 
imagine that man is in his nature two ovs:as, of divinity and 
of humanity? Or is God the Word one orsia, and has his 
own 9wsia received no addition / as that which has existed 
eternally, and is the oz57@ of man one, of the nature of men, 
and was it also like the nature of the sons of man and did it 
[9] comport itself? Thou confessest not these things, nay 
more thou deniest them. 

God the Word was made man that he might therein make 
the humanity the likeness of God and that he might therein 
renew | the likeness of God] in the nature of the humanity ; and 
thereupon: he renewed his material elements * and showed him 
[to be] without sin in the observance of the commandments, 
as though he alone sufficed for renewing him who had origin- 


1 Syr. © there is”. 
® The Syr. gbilt4, elsewhere translated * formation ', corresponds to the Gk. 
pvpaxa as used by Philo (i. 184) of the human body. 
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ally fallen by the transgression of the observance of the com- 
mandments. Otherwise he gave himself for him to observe 
them because he sufficed not to keep himself without sin. In 
that case our fall remains untended as a paralytic man who 
tends himself and remains incapable of walking, but for whom 
the attendant walks or whom he carries, saying not to him : 
* Arise, walk, since thou hast indeed been healed that thou 
mayest walk.*” For this reason he took the likeness of a ser- 


vant which was without sin in its creation in such wise as even 


in the observance of the commandments to receive a name 
which is more excellent than all names and s0 that whatsoever 
came into being through the renewal of his material elements ? 
might be confirmed by observances and by prudence ; for 
which reason also the renewal of the material elements * took 
place through the incarnation * by means of which he might 
contend against defeat. But if the purpose also of his having 
been made man / had not been fulfilled, it * also would surely 
not have taken place at all, but all things would be fictitious 
and foolish, both the disobedience of the first man and the 
things which made him guilty unto death; for he who had 
not a nature which could observe | the commandments] would 
also have been unable to observe them. For this same reason 
the second man also observed [them] not, but God lived * in 
his stead ® and observed the commandments, because he was 
in that nature which sins not. And if this is 80, what was 
the need for the life * of the humanity to show that he who 
was God the Word was able to observe those human things 
which he who was man was unable to observe? But | there 
was such need] that he might show that he had not authority, 
when he wished, to rescue him|self}] from death, because the 
Father wished it not ;® for all [men] he comported himself 
and kept himself without sin and, as one who has not sinned, 
he gave himself for salvation on behalf of all men. 

These are | the doctrines] of the orthodox, who confess one 


2 Sc. evavOpwryos. 


1 See p. 212, n, 2. 

3 Viz, the Incarnation, 

* Syr. '2hdabbar, and the cognate substantive, &lsewhere rendered * com- 
ported himself” and * manner of life * respectively. 

* Or, © on his behalf”; see p. 32, n. 1. 


s See Matt, xxvi. 39. 
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ousia of the Father and of the Son and one will and one 
power ; these are [the doctrines] of thoge who confess that 
the things of Christ are neither folly nor fiction. He did 
notking in sc/A4ma, in hungering and thirsting and fearing, in 
learning, in not knowing, and [in] all those things which could 
convince | one] that he was a man, because / he was God in 
nature [and] in truth and man in nature and in truth. And 
because of this it was needful for the divinity to renew the 
humanity and for the humanity to be renewed and to take 
the very image [of him] who created it but not his own ozs:a ; 
and it was needful that it should observe prudently the 
conduct of the man who had fallen, because especially for 
that it was created, to conduct itself according to the law 
which is in the nature of men and to preserve the very image 
of the Creator by the observance of the commandments with- 
out fault, the divinity making use of its own pros9pon in the 
likeness pf a servant in order that the humanity by means of 
that pros/pon wherein it contended might be victorious, its 
victory being thereby confirmed. For since the renewal of 
its material elements | it had the image of the sonship from 
him who created it ; but it * had need also of a recompense for 
tre observance of the commandments, in order that the 
pros0pon might be common to him who gave and to him who 
for the sake of his obedience received the image which, 
because Adam preserved it not when it was given to him 
in his material elements," was taken from him. Destroy not 
therefore the pattern of the Incarnation,* but concede the 
properties of the divinity and concede the properties of the 
humanity and concede one pros9por of the union, and all of 
them [will be] true and all of them orthodox. If you are 
willing to hear, hear the same things concerning them accord- 
ing to the witnesses -which you have cited. 

*I 8aid: Have this mind in you which was also in Fesus 
* / Christ, who, being in the likeness of God, emptied himself 
* and took the likeness of arservant.* He $aid not : © Have this 
** mind in you which was also in God the Word, who, being 


1 See . 212, N, 2. * Vie. the divinity. 
5 Sc, warbpwrycis. * Phil. ii. 5-7. 
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** in the likeness of God, took the likeness of a servant ”, but 
'he took the name * Christ”, as a title indicative of two 
* natures, avoiding all risk,! and named therewith [both] the 
* likeness of the servant which he took and God.'* I said: 
*one and the same Christ, two natures, * the likeness of the 
Servant which he took and God, without distinction. Quote 
these words of Gregory : * [There are] indeed two natures, 
*(od and man, but not two sons; for one and another are 
* those from which our Saviour is, but not one and another— 
* far from it !—but one by mixture, God who was made man and 
* man who was made God';* and again: *He who begins 
*and gradually advances and is brought to fullness is not God, 
*although he is so called on account of the revelation which 
*[was made] little by little.” * He predicated not two natures 
of God the Word and he came not into being of two natures, 
neither has the man two natures nor is it [the case] that he 
is of two natures, but God and man are two natures. For he 
took a name common to the natures, Son and Saviour, and 
without separation he is named God and Son; and he*® 
divides this twofold |Son and Saviour] into those two natures, 
irom which our Saviour [came into being]; and by the union 
that which is one thing is called another : thus / * God who 
was made man and man who was made God '—not because 
he was changed in respect to his divinity. And f He who 
* begins and gradually advances and is brought to fullness is not 
* God, although he is 80 called on account of his revelation which 
[:vas made] little by little.” * Whom then does he call one? 
And whom two? And whom in ousza? And whom by 
union ? 

But Ambrose also has said the same and not strange things 
concerning the union of God and of the flesh : © The Son of 
* God speaks in both of them, because in him there were two 
*natures. Regard in him on the one hand the glory of God, 
* on the other hand the sufferings of the man.'* For he also 
predicates the union of the two natures, not that two natures 


| Literally : * without risk ”. 
2 See P. 207, N. 3. 3 See P. 200, N. 2. s See P. 200, N, 1. 
5 Vis. Gregory. 6 See Þ. 199, n. 2(2), 
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[were] one nature but that two natures [were] in the one 
Prosdpon of the Son :—* the glory indeed of the divinity, but 
the sufferings of the humanity.” For he calls not the one 
Son and God the Word another son, but he indicates some- 
thing else by pros0por and ousia. As then is the name * God ', 
$0 is the name * $0n *, the one indeed indicative of the natures 
but the other of the prospon of the Son. The same is God 
and Son, and there is one pros/pon of the two natures and not 
of the one 05ia. For this reason both of them [are] one Son 
and in one Son are both the natures. One God the Word is 
not both natures nor is one divinity both natures; for there 
has not been confusion nor has there been mixture nor again 
a change of ous/as resulting in one nature of the ovs:!a nor 
again also a natural composition * resulting in a composite 
nature. / What then have you heard [that is] strange in my 
words—and you have condemned me, and you have laid 
down these things? For the former has laid down the name 
*Son ' and the latter * Saviour ' and Athanasius © Lord '., But 
how have they who are called Christians dared to doubt 
whether the Lord, who was born of Mary, is son in the os:a 
and in the nature of God the Word, but was born in flesh of 
the seed of the house of David? For the flesh was of the 
Virgin Mary. For thou also knowest that he who was of the 
Virgin Mary was human nature, in nature indeed and in 05a 
Son of God, in the 0x54 and in the nature of God the Father, 
but in flesh human nature from Mary. For he* lays down 
the common name * Lord ', which is conceived of nature and 
in nature, as well as the things which are indicative of the 
properties of the natures, indicating them both, the divinity 
and the humanity, the one from God the Father in nature 
and the other of a woman in nature. In calling him who was 
of God the Father *©human ', he calls him not of God the 
Father in his nature, but rather in the human properties he 
indicates two natures. He is not making the human nature 
nor the divine without pros9porn and without Aypostasis. Nor 
has the Incarnation * taken place on our behalf as something 


1 Syr. in a natural composition ?. ? Viz, Athanasius. 
3 Sc. tvavbpwmyos. 
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superfluuus, unreal,! in such wise as to refer human | attributes} 
to God, as the Arians say that he suffered in nature our own 
sufferings, in his own nature and in his own pros/pon, the 
flesh adding not anything [thereto]. But since the humanity 
is understood completely as the nature of man, it has com- 
pletely / all [the qualities] of the sons of man, [acting] and 
Suffering, as the nature of men is wont [to do]. 


L ikewise from the same, from the Sixteenth roll. 

* That at the name of Fesus every knee should bow which ts 
* in heaven and on earth and which is under the earth and 
*every tongue Should confess that Fesus Christ is Lord.* 
* Because of him who is clothed I honour him wherewith he 
*is clothed, and because of him who is invisible I adore him 
*who is visible. God is not distinguished from him who is 
© vistble ; for this reason I distinguish not the honour of him 
*who is not distinct ; I distinguish the natures and I unite 
* the adoration. 


I seek and would persuade you prudently to look well in 
every place, lest he * blame me for breaking up into severa! 
parts and dividing the divinity and the humanity in the like- 
ness of things which are distinguighed in place from one 
another. How is he who is clothed distinguished from his 
clothing and one who is concealed from one who is revealed ? 
As we have added in our very words: * God is not distinct 
from him who is visible.” . . . 

But thou sayest unto me that I distinguish the natures, 
How then are those natures which are indistinguishable dis- 
tinguisched? For in the formula they are known as ozvs:as 
without confusion, without mixture, in such wise that in the 


1 Literally : * not fulfilled ”. 2 Phil. ii. 10-11 (P.). 

3 Labbe (Mansi), iv. 1201 B : 6poiws Tod avrod, rerpabiov is, Iva & TY wouart 
'Inoo9, pyci, nav yorv Khupy, tmovpaviav, rai tmryeiov, kai raraxBoviwv rai mAXCH 
e@ooa tfoporhoyhonru, ini koypros Imoovs Kprorls* ia Toy poporrra Toy Popov- 
pevov oeBw. Gid Ty xexpvpptroy mpooruvy TOY parbperov, GxwpioTos TOY qaws- 
pvov Gebs. Bid Torro Tov ph xopicoperov THY TYurmy ob youpife. yxopife TAs PUorts, 
GAA” eve Thv mpoorovnho, 

In what follows, the words * distinguish ', © divide ', etc., do not represent the 
traislators' idea of what the meaning demands, but are used, as throughout the 
work, for the constant equivalents of certain Syriac words. For the looseness 
of the Syriac on this point see pp. 154, N. 1, 312, Nn. 3. 

* Vie. Cyril. 
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union both the natures are preserved with their natural 
attributes and naturally with the properties / of the ov5s:a, $0 
that the divine nature is conceived in nature of God and the 
human nature is conceived in the nature of the humanity in the 
ousia, He [himself] distinguishes in several parts, he who says 
that the humanity is conceived by nature in the divinity but 
that the humanity is not conceived to be the divinity, and that 
God the Word was not in both the natures either in sc/A&ma or 
without the substance of the flesh or in passibility or in the 
action of the sensibility and in the nature of the flesh. For 
if he* were not so conceived, neither is he to be otherwise 
conceived without limiting by distinction him who is infinite 
and unlimited. For this idea he has also in the very thing 
which he says in his letter : © The diversities of the natures are 
not made void by reason of the union ';* for in the natural 
differences he distinguishes the things which are united, having 
distinguished [them] indistinguishably, for he has made the 
distinction by the word ozvs:;a. For the word and the idea of 
divinity are one thing and that of humanity another, since 
things which are distinguishable are distinguishable. But TI 
predicate two natures, that he indeed who is clothed is one and 
he wherewith he is clothed another, and these two propa of 
him who is clothed and of him wherewith he is clothed. But 
thou also confessest of two natures'. Neither of them is 
known without pros9porn and without Aypostasts in the diversi- 
ties of the natures. There are not two prosdpa of the sons 
conceived nor again two pros9pa / of the men, but of one man 
who is moved in the same manner even by the other. For 
the union of the pros9pa took place for the prosipon and not 
for the 0574 and the nature. It is not indeed that one ovs:a 
without Aypostasis should be conceived, as if by union into 
one ousia and there were no prosdpon of one ousta,* but the 


1 Viz, God the Word. 2 See PÞ. 144, N. 1. 

5 In Christian doctrine in6oracis was first used as practically equivalent to 
oboia, f.g. in Trinitarian definition. But there was always a Shade of distinc- 
tion between the two words, the germ of their being later set apart as in the 
formula Tpeis broorTeras ty jug oboig. For a full discussion of this question see 
Webb, God and Personality, Lecture II. Professor Webb concludes his discus- 
gion of the carlier use of wn6oracts as follows : © Thus it is that &n6oraos comes 
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natures subsist in their pros9pa and in their natures and in the 
pros0pon of the union. For in respect to the natural prosor 
of the one the other also makes use of the same on account of 
the union ; and thus [there is] one pro5/þ07 of the two natures. 
The prosdpon of the one ov5:a makes use of the pros0por of the 
other ox5:@ in the same [way]. For what ovs:a seekest thou 
to make without a pros9por? That of the divinity? Or that 
of the humanity ? Therefore thou wilt not call God the Word 
flesh nor the flesh Son. 

But if thou predicatest God the Word [to be] in the two 
natures, God and man, but the man |to be] nought, it is not 
right to think aught else of thee [than] that either thou 
speakest only of the name and the sc/4na of man without the 
nature at all, after which God the Word was named, or | thou 
speakest] as though the humanity added not anything in 
nature to the prosporn of the dispensation on our behalf ; or, 
in order that God the Word might be able to be revealed 
and suffer human sufferings involuntarily, so that while the 
humanity was suffering without sensibility, God the Word was 
Suffering the sufferings of the body / and the sufferings of the 
soul and the sufferings of the intelligence and was acting and 
being acted upon—s0 for this reason thou makest all of them 
God the Word's and dost expel the humanity. If after this 
thou dost decline to confess two natures with me, by the 
same argument decline also to say that God the Word was 
made flesh and [renounce] the flesh in which he was made 
flesh and was made man. [It is] likewise both in regard to 
the man and in regard to God. But he who speaks $07 rnakes 
into use as a philosophical term, often equivalent to ovota, which for Aristotle is 
most properly used of the concrete individual of a certain kind ; but of Aristotle's 
two notes of real being, its inelligible character and its concrete independence, 
emphasizing the latter, as ovoia emphasized the former. This difference of 
emphasis between the two words ovoia and bn6oraos sufficiently accounts for 
the use made of them respectively by the Christian Church in the eventual 
formulation of her theology.” 

This description seems precisely to fit Nestorius' usage. For him vn6graors has 
its earlier sense, representing Cyril's ovoia rather than his vn6oTao:s (ee above, 
P. 156, n. 2, p. 208, n. 2). Nevertheless there is a distinction between the two 
words, as the passage here shows. Only that which is both ovoia and imGoragos 


actually exists and has a np6ownor (gee below, p. 228). 
1 [.e. as Nestorius. 
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not two Gods the Words nor two fleshes, but makes confession 
completely, without diminution, of the divinity, and of the 
humanity in which it was made man, that the humanity might 
not be conceived [to be] fictitious, nor further that by a change 
of ousia and by a change of likeness the nature of God the 
Word might even 80 become the nature of a man. Neither by 
mixture and confusion nor by a change of 05:4, nor again by 
a natural change of composition of the humanity, is he con- 
ceived; for all these things are rejected and corrupt and such 
as befit paganism and heretics and corrupt the properties of 
all natures. 

But, O excellent judges, do you wish to cite the witness 
which [was borne] by the Fathers, which was written by them, 
that I may make use of it ; that in my making use of in- 
dubitable witnesses you may learn that I too have said the 
same things, and [that] you have condemned me as one who 
says them not and have condemned me in raging anger and in 
darkness? For whatever / else have I said other than that 
which Gregory has said ? * One thing indeed and another are 
* the things of which our Saviour is [formed], if the invisible is 
*not the same as the visible and that which is timeless as that 
* which is time; yet he is not one thing and another—far from 
*it !—for they two are one by mixture, God on the one hand 
*who was made man, man on the other hand who was made 
* God,” See then that he calls the clothing visible but him 
that is clothed invisible. For God is one thing and man 
another, but Christ is not one thing and another but one in 
pros6pon by union: [that] of God who was made man and 
[that of] man who became God. By man indeed is it said 
that God was made man, and by God is it said that man was 
made God. It was not that he was changed from the divinity ; 
God indeed remained God and was made man, and man 


" remained man and was made God ; for they took the prosipon 


of one another, and not the natures. Therefore [they are] one 
thing and another, and [he is] not one thing and another in 
pros3pon, For in that 8ame doctrine by which it is said that 
man was made God men by all means attribute unto him 


i See P. 200, N. 2. 
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adoration and service. In him, through whom and by whom 
it befell him to be made God, [he is adored] with one [and] 
the same adoration although he is conceived as one thing and 
another in the natures. And he is without distinction in the 
union, but in view of the natures which are distinct he both is 
and is conceived one thing and another. 

Now Athanasius also has said things which agree with this : 
* Now that the Word has become man and has made the 
* properties of the flesh his own, / the same are not therefore 
*imputed to the body because of the Word which has come to 
*be in it.” * For he said that God the Word has come to be 
in the body as one who is clothed in the clothing and the 
invisible in the visible, not as though they had been confused 
nor as though they had been changed, but as though remaining 
in both their natures and making the very properties common 
to him who acts* and to him who is in his own ows:a,* and 
he * possesses all those things which are made [the common ] 
properties. And it is evident that he says two: © God the 
* Word and the body in which he was and whose [properties] 
*he made his own in order that those of the one might become 
© the other's and those of the other the one's.” But this God the 
Word remained impassible even in the body, nor yet was 
the suffering of the flesh brought nigh unto him, because God 
the Word who was in him was born of God ; because of the 
heavenly Word which was in him he became heavenly, but 
because of him wherein he was he also was adored with God 
the Word who is adorable. Because of him who was clothed 
I honour the clothing, for he was clothed in the likeness of a 
servant, as Gregory said : © The King of Kings and Lord of 
Lords is clothed in the likeness of a servant.' * 

Why then have you accepted these things but accused of 


1 Labbe (Mansi), iv. 1185 B: viv 3 Tov AGyov yevoperov dvOpwrov, Kai 
iStonocovperov TE Ths Japtbs, obrer: Tayra TOY owparos amrera: 1G, TOY &v avr® 
yev6ueroy Oeov Aoyov. 

* Viz, the man who suffers and obeys. 

* Vis. God the Word. Viz, Christ. 

5 The previous quotations from Gregory have been from Gregory of Nazianzum. 
This one is from Gregory of Nyssa, Labbe (Mansi), iv. 1193 D: 6 Baoievs Ta 
Baoikevbvrwv, ai 6 kvpios TAV Kvptevivroy Thy Tov Bovhov poppy mobuerai. 
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impiety my words and not those also of them who have con- 
firmed my own words? [Is it] either because you suppose 
that even these which in letter and in spirit are the same / are 
not to be rejected in [the rejection of ] mine own words? Or 
[is it] because you make void [both] the former and the latter, 
that they may not be spoken, and further employ these of 
mine, having destroyed him who spake them? And you too, 
though involuntarily, are witnesses unto me and you bear 
witness unto me by those | words by] which you 8uppose that 
you undo these of mine, since you also are in agreement with 
them and undo yourselves, because you are speaking against 
yourselves. And if I were able to have judges unlike you, I 
Should have had no labour to convince [them] that it is the 
same idea, and $0 on ; and I do not suppose that it would be 


right to toil much. 


Likewtse, from the same, from the Seventeenth roll, con- 
cerning the faith. 

God the Word indeed was Son and God, and was with his 
Father even before the Incarnation,* but in the latter time 
he took the likeness of a servant. Yet having been formerly 
Son and having been [s0] called even after the taking he 
could not be called son by distinction, lest we should intro- 
duce two sons into our faith ; but because he adheres to him 
who has been son from in the beginning, we cannot make 
him who adhered unto him distinct in the honour of the 
sonship—in the honour / of the sonship, I say, and not in 
the nature. For this reason the Word also is called Christ, 
because he has continuously adherence in Christ.? 


But in order that we may not say the same things [and] 
tire the reader with the same [subjects], let us pass on to 


1 Sc. eavOpwnyos. 

? Labbe (Mansi), iv. x201 c : 6poics rod avrov, rerpabviov if”, Tv pev yap 6 Qe0s 
Aoyos rai mp0 Ths EvavOpwnyoews vids, ral Qe6s, nai ovvev TE narpir averaBe Fe &v 
boTepors xarpois Tv To) Bovnov pwopphy. GAX' tv (v.l. dv) npo Tovrov vids ral 
Kaxovueros, uera Thy drdampy ov dvvarau rakeiobu rexwpouevos vits, iva uy Bvo 
viods $oyuari{aper, GAN tnaudhmep txelvy owfmru TE tv dpxy Ori vis T@ npos 
avroy ovvapberr:, ov bivara rare T0 fiwna Ths vicrmros, ob rar TAs vous, 51A 
Toiro «ai Fraipeow Fefaobda, kari T0 afiondk pnmu Ths vicryros, ov xara TAs pros 
(v.l, ov dvvaru xara 70 dficpa Ths vibrmros braipeory BEfaoba® xard T0 dfiwpd php 
vi6ryros, o9 xara Tas porous), Bid Torro rai Kproros 6 Oeds Abyos OvoudGerat, 


enadywep txa« ovvapeuay Thy npos Tov XKproTov Femwerth. 
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their testimony which they have chosen, as they suppose, 
against me, and which they have set down as seemed good to 
them ; whereby I have proved and shall prove that nothing 
Strange has been said by me [and] that I have been condemned 
in this judgement without examination. Hear what Gregory, 
bishop of Nazianzum, says of the things which the former have 
written. .. . . 

For we [distinguish] not the man from the divinity ; we 
call him one and the same thing ; for |we call him] not 
originally man but God and Son and only-begotten befere 
the ages, who was not mixed with the bodily frame nor 
with the things which are in the bodily frame * but in the end 
took also the man.' * 

How then does it seem to you? That it is against [ine] ? 
Compare them. both with one another. * For God the Word, 
*even before the Incarnation,* was son and God and was with 
"the Father. Set down the | words] of Gregory : © Originally 
indeed not man but only God and Son.” These | are statements] 
which are supposed contradictory by you ; quote those which 
have been spoken by me | to sce] if they are applicable. * But 
in the last times he took the likeness of a servant.* Set over 
against them [those] of Gregory : © But at the end he took 
also the man.' Lest / they should be supposed to be contra- 
dictory by you, set down those things which have been said by 
me: *© But he was before the other and he was called Son, but 
*after his taking he could not be separated nor distinctly dis- 
© tinguished nor be called Son.' Cite | the words] of Gregory : 
* For also we $separate not the man from the divinity.” Quote 
the rest of mine (which thou cuttest short) as having been laid 
down by me: © That we may not speak of two sons.' Set down 


1 See P. xv. 

2 Labbe (Mansi), iv. 1192 B: þ\ dnrararwoay of avOpwno., pnbe dmaracbwonay, 
dvOpwnov dvouy Bexbpuevor TO Kvprarkov, Ws avroi Aeyouot, pakhkov Be TOv roprov hpav 
Kai ©e6v, ovde yap Tov avOpwnov yopicoper Ths Debrhros, GAN" tva Kat Toy avrov 
JoypariGoper* mporepoy per ook ivOpwnov, EAA Qeov ral viov povoy Kat npoarwvyior, 
duyh oparos, rat roy (?Tav) 60a owparos* Emi TEX Fe rat GvOporoy mpoohnpbevra 
imep Ths hu@v owrnplas nabmrov capri, imaby feoryri meprypanrov owpart, Gmepi- 
ypanrov mvevuare* Tov avrov Emiyeov Kat ovpariov, dpwuevov rat ibpatrov (v.. 
vooyuevoy), Xwpnrov rat axwprrov* iv 3Yp dvOpwny TE avry wat Beg, Hros ivOpomos 
dvannaody neowy vn) ThVv apapriav. 

3 Sc. evavOptmnyois. 
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those of Gregory: © But we say that he is one and the same. 
Quote the rest of my [words] : © But because he adheres unto 
*him who was in the beginning son ; he who adhered unto him 
* cannot receive in distinction the honour of sonship, by honour, | 
*T mean, and not by nature.' Set down the words of Gregory : | 
* There are indeed two natures, God and man, as also | there 
*are] soul and body, but the sons are not two ; for those from | 
* which our Saviour is [formed] are one and another ; yet he is | 
| not one and another. Far from it! For both of them are one 
St Þ in the union.” So he has made the distinction in the nature 
and not in pros/pa, in saying * One and another, but one son '*. 
And again : © by nature ' is other than © by union”, as he is 
| called * other * in pros9pon and not in nature. For after the | 
flesh God the Word is flesh, but after the divinity the flesh or 

| the man is called Son, in such wise that also after that flesh 

which has been taken God the Word is called Christ. Read 

| | those | words] of mine even as they have been written. . . . 

Wy | * For this reason also God / the Word is named Christ, because 

| he has continuously adherence in Christ.' * Quote those of 
Gregory : © For [there are] two of them in the union, God who 

q:; | was made man and man who was made God.' For by 

wil | adherence unto man God the Word is said to have been made | 
man, even as also man is said to have been made God by 
union with God the Word. For he calls the union a 
* mixture *.” 

| Quote the | words] of Ambrose: © Does not also the very 
| © Scripture teach you that not the divinity needs sanctifica- 
| * tion, but the flesh?'* After the flesh therefore which has 
| been anointed or after man God the Word is called Christ, 
| as Ambrose has said. But after the flesh he is named flesh 
or aſter man man; is not Christ to be named after the flesh 
which has been anointed? And after the flesh he is named 
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| it 1 See Þ. 200, N. 2. 2 See Crit, n., P. 400. | 
| 3 In passages Such as this Nestorius seems to approach most nearly to teaching ] 
| Nestorianism as usually understood ; indeed it may be argued that such teaching 
| is logically implied in the language he uses. But that it is not his own intention ; 
| _ to imply it he shows clearly almost immediately in the paragraph on p. 225 
| | beginning : * And thou dost concede. . .' 
| * See Þ. 199, n. 2 (2), ad finem. | 
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flesh ; yet they make not two fleshes nor two men after the 
man who is named God the Word. Because God is named 
Christ after Christ, does it make two Christs? Or preserve 
harmony between you and the Fathers as regards * in the 
union *' and as regards *in nature”, and as regards * in owus:a ', 
and as regards © the property of the pros9þ0n ', seeing that he 
has given us his and taken ours.! 

And thou dost concede unto him all the properties of the 
flesh and the sufferings and the cross and death and dost not 
concede that he should be truly Christ by reason of the man 
who was in truth anointed, without there being two Christs, 
Since also [there are] neither two fleshes nor two men. / But 
let us add also the rest : [there are] neither two births nor 
two sufferings nor two crosses nor two deaths nor two resur- 
rections from the dead nor the rest [of them], nor everything 
else which thou referrest from the flesh into God the Word. 
He * then changes it from the flesh [only] in name and makes 
all of them [the property] of God the Word naturally and is 
grieved with those who speak the truth, as though they were 
making two sons. But when thou speakest, thou dost shun 
change and transformation and illusion and supposition, and 
thou dost pretend to be suspected of saying these things with 
intent to deceive. But when I say these things, thou leapest 
from thy place as if I were speaking of two sons ; and again 
thou deniest and pretendest not to deny.” 

In this indeed lies the distinction between us, as touching 
what is in the natures and what in the union, in order that we 
may not deny the things appertaining to the natures on 
account of that which is predicated in the union, and again 
that we may not suppose that to be nature which is predicated 
of the union on account of that which is in the natures. In 
[regard to] the things which thou dost agree not to be pre- 
dicated of the union, thou claimest as though they were in 
the nature and permittest not the mention of the union. But, 
being unable to speak of it when thou excusest thyself, thou 
settest therefore about accusing me and regardest me as 


| A gap, not a new paragraph, is marked here in the Syriac text. 
* Vis. Cyril. 3 See P. 224, N. 3. 
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impious, although in excusing thyself from the things whereof 
I rebuke thee thou bearest witness unto me that I am pious; 
/ and the same things are taken as impious in me but fair in 
him. Or perhaps they issue from thine own knowledge, that 
thou mayest strive and labour on their behalf! Yet, for all that 
[thou admittest them] of necessity and by constraint, hardly 
dost thou admit it and confess in him these human qualities. 
In what other things then more than these art thou confident 
of a just judgement? Even however in the following you 
have the same examination that by the sxame means you may 
confirm these my | words]. 


Likewise from the same, from the Seventeenth roll : * Con- 
cerning the Faith. 

Let us keep without confusion the adhesion of the natures. 
Thou therefore confessest God who is in man, but I worship 
the adhesion of the divinity [where]by man is adored 
together with | God Almighty.? 


But that we may not make use of the witness of any 
other, it is fair that we should make use of his own testi- 
mony concerning these our [questions, of his] who says: 
*We are keeping without confusion the adhesion of the 
* natures, in that the diversity of the natures is not made void 
*by reason of the union.'* Thereby he indicates one and the 
Same, and further he indicates God who was in man. God 
indeed was impassible, in a passible bodily frame. Therein 
lies the diversity, nor does it indicate / identity. *I worship 
* the adhesion of the divinity where[by] man is adored together 
* with * God Almighty,” * and *© the body indeed wherewith he 
* too is seated with the Father is not a stranger unto him” ; * 
we have not quoted [these] that thou mightest disclaim them, 
but that thou mightest not blame the things which have been 
well said by thee. But you, O admirable judges without 
justice, you have not understood these things when they were 


| Literally: *in', 

* Labbe (Mansi), iv. 1201 D: *Opolws rod avrod, rerpdvtov te, els Bbyua. 
dowyyvroy Toivuy Thy rv pvocay Thpaper owdgeuar Suohoy@per Toy tv dvOptme 
©c6y* otBwper TOv Th beig ouvapeig T& navrorpirope Oep ovumporruvotuerev 
drO0porov. 

3 See Þ. 144, N. I. * See P. I51, Nn. I. 
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read before you; or else they have surely not been read or 
you have only been careful of this, that you might anticipate 
those who were about to come to the examination. 

Now I pass by the [words] of Ambrose who gays that the 
union of God and of the flesh is without confusion : © In both 
* of them there spake the Son of God in whom there are two 
* natures, man and God.'* But Athanasius also says: *If 
* God the Word were in the body as it were artificially,* as 
* these men say, that indeed which is said artificially * would 
*b2 a phantasy; in regard to him both the salvation and the 
* resurrection of men would be found a phantasy '.* 

But let us again speak of the divine adhesion,* since thou 
shannest indeed the term * adhesion ' as impiety, thou who 
sayest also this, that whoever says [* adhesion ' says] that it 
has adhered to him as in the prophets or by grace and not 
that it adhered by os:a, that is, that it will be adored with 
him in virtue of the union. And again from Gregory : © God 
indeed who was made man, but man who was made God.” 
For this was not / his on account of his own nature, but in 
virtue of the union of the divinity; for in the adoration of the 
divinity which is united unto him he is adored with it, not in 
his own adoration. Just as © He was made God * is not © He 
was changed into the divinity ', 50 he was not made God of 
his own nature but by the union of the divinity. For he is 
adored with the adoration of the divinity whica is united unto 
him and not with his own adoration. As being made God is 
not to vacate humanity, so he was not made God of his | own] 
nature but by the union of the divinity. Things indeed 
which are diverse in ovs:@ but are adored with a single 
adoration are said to be adored together ; but when they are 
mentioned as though in the union of the pros9pon, since there 
is no distinction in the pros9pon, how can one be separated 
2nd be said to be adored [apart]? But when mention is 
made of the ousias, on account of the distinction which exists 
between them, it is said: © He is adored with it ' because [he 
is adored] as if in both owsas, just as it is said also of the 


i See P. 199, N, 2. 2 See p. 192, N. 3. 
3 See P. 192, Nn. 5, t Sc. ovvapen, 
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Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit, in so far as they are 
in the union of the divinity, that © God is adored ', and, in so 
far as they are distinguished in the pros/pon, although they 
are not distinguished in nature but remain always in their 
being, we say that the Son is adored with the Father and 
with the Holy Spirit, in order that we may not, like Sabellius, 
make the pros9pa without Aypostasis and without ovs:ia.” For 
he who would suppress [the saying] that the Son is adored 
with the Father / suppresses [the saying] that the Son exists in 
hypostasis, So also concerning Christ : when we speak of the 
pros6pon, we say that the Son of God is adored, concerning also 
the flesh as united with him ; but in discussing the natures and 
speaking of two natures, we say that the humanity is adored 
with the divinity which is united with it. And he indeed who 
would hinder the saying of *two natures*' and ©him who is 
adored with it' would suppress | the saying | that © the humanity 
and the divinity exist in ozvs:ia and in Aypostas:s ', even as 
has been our argument also concerning the Trinity, as also 
Gregory says. Our [words are] like those indeed of the 
Fathers. Therefore look well into the judgement which has 
been [passed] on these things, as they have been doing every- 
thing at haphazard, fleeing from the examination as from 
fire, 


L itkewise from the same, from the sixth roll, Ponder the 
things which follow immediately thereon: Z7hat he may be 
merciful and a faithful chief priest in the things which 
concern God. In that indeed he has suffered and been 
tempted he is able to sSuccour them that are tempted.* There- 
fore he who has suffered is the chief priest, but the temple 
is passible, not God the impassible who has quickened the 
passible temple. 


Who indeed can undertake the advocacy of blasphemies 
Such as / these? I called the temple passible and not God 


1 See pp. 156, n, 2, 218, n, 3. * Heb. ii. 17, 18. 

3 Labbe (Mansi), iv. 1201 D: Gpoiws rod avrov, Terpabiov 5", okome wal T0 
TovTois ev8vs owantoperoy* ib tAchpuoy, yo, yevyra, rat moTHs dpxiepeds Ta mpos 
Toy ©c6y* by g yap nenorber airs neupanbeis, Bivarau Trois napatoutvros BoyBhou. 
obrony 6 mabty, ipxiepers tempor, mabyres Bet 6 vabs, org 6 Cuonowds Tor memovOlros 
©e6s. 
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the quickener of the temple which has suffered. For this you 
have condemned me like the priests for blasphemies, because 
I have said that God is incorruptible and immortal and the 
quickener of all. Or contrariwise [can he be] corruptible and 
mortal and in need of life? * For does not also the Scripture 
*teach you that the divinity has not need of sanctification, 
* but the flesh?'? All this Ambrose proclaims unto you and 
you hearken not, or rather, you hearken and hearken not, you 
see and you see not, and you accept things which are incon- 
Sistent, How therefore do you accept these and have not 
accepted mine? Naught that is strange have I said, nor again 
have I written aught that differs | even] in s8mall details from 
his own * [words]: /» that he has s1ffered and been tempted he 
is able to succour them that are tempted. 

Now he proclaims the nature which has suffered, and you 
have no need to learn of me or of others. *The Scripture 
* proclaims it : © Confess therefore the glory of God and the 
* « sufferings of man.”'! Ambrose tells it unto all of you. 
Why are you frightened of accepting these | words | of Ambrose ? 
And in that you ban my words [you ban] his also, These 
things he has said ; for these things you have condemned me ; 
then not me but him also, for I have s8aid the same things 
as he, those which you have quoted. Who among men will 
/ change these things and be able to accept them as the 
reverse? I should have had no need of much examination to 
establish my [words], if they had come up for examination 
and for judgement, and I should have been teaching in no 
other manner but by means of what they have said and what 
they used in [their] witness. Who had confidence in the 
judgement ? And who [was it] that fied from him and carried 
him off by force, and wherefore? And it was by all means 
evident even to the unintelligent, 

Thou hast said that he was impassible in a passible body, 
and thou accusest me as if I were speaking impiety [in saying | 
that the temple of God is passible and that the quickener of 
the temple is not passible. If thou art saying with truth that 


1 Cp. p. 199, N. 2. 
? Vie. the author of the Epistle to the Hebrews. 
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God is impassible in a passible body, then hast thou not made 
use of this term © impassible ' merely * with intent to deceive, 
in order that men may let thee by all [means] say and maintain 
that God is passible and mortal, while thereof accusing me 
who say that the temple of God is passible and that the 
quickener of the temple has not suffered? But you have 
learned how wise is the judgement of the judges, and I have 
made you know for what cause I have been judged. But the 
rest of these things also it is fair * to read. 


/ Likewise from the same, from the twenty-seventh roll. 
That you may learn how close ® was his adhesion unto God, 
[know] that even in the infant the flesh of the Lord 
appeared ; for the child and the Lord of the child were 
the same. You have praised my argument, but |beware] 
lest you laud it without examination; for I have said 
that the child and he that dwelleth in the child are the 
same.* 


Suppose, then, that I have spoken thus; I turn not back 
from *© the child and the Lord of the child are the same'. I 
have $8aid that he is the child and he that dwells in the child, 
but I [will] explain in what manner the child and the Lord of 
the child are the same, in order that thou mayest not suppose 
of me that I predicate them both of God the Word in ows:a, 
as if he were in the two ozs:as. But, inasmuch as he appeared 
a child, he was of our own nature, made and created ; inasmuch 
as he was concealed, he was Lord and Maker of the child which 
had been revealed ; for there was one pros/pon of them both 
and not one oxs:a, Therefore have I said that he was one in 
the pros0pon and one and another in the oz5:as: the child and 
the Lord of the child; for *he who begins and gradually 
* advances and is brought to fullness is not God, although on 
' account of his manifestation which [took place] little by 


! Or, *profanely *'. * Literally : * are fair ?. 5 Literally : *strongly '. 

* Labbe (Mansi), iv. 1201 E: Gpolws Tod avron, rerpavtov x(', iva pdbyre, 
þyoiv, ws op63pa Tis Ths beorimros imijpxe ovvapan, rat bv Bptpe: vhs Beomorurhs 
xabopeptrys capris, ty yap 6 avros Bptqpos, nai rod Bptpovs beambrys. tmyveoare 
Thy $wvhr, 6AAMQ unde avrhy dBacoaviorwus xparhre* elmov ryap, 5 avrds fv Bptpos, ral 
Tov Bptpovs vixrhrwp. 
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* little / he is $0 called ',* Gregory also, explaining that God 
is predicated in them both, who is in one prosdpon, lest we 
Should s8uppose that there is one nature, says: © He who begins 
*and gradually advances and is brought to fullness is not 
* God, although on account of the manifestation which [took 
* place little] by little he is so called. 

Theophilus also says : © This master-craftsman, the Word of 
* God, living and making everything, who has disposed every- 
* thing in fitting order, put not on a body of an honourable 
*nature and of heavenly attributes and came unto us, but he 
*Showed in the clay the greatness of his craftsmanship in re- 
* Shaping * man who was formed from the clay,* He hid 
not that he was made and that he was also the Maker. He 
has not made the Maker the made and the Lord the servant 
in the same oz5:a, as thou arguest with us. For the earthly 
and the heavenly, the visible and the invisible, the limited and 
the illimitable, are the same, as Gregory has said : © The child 
*and the Lord of the child are the same, yet the same not in 
* the same [ozs:a], but in the prosdpon ; but the child and the 
* Lord of the child are in the natures one thing and another, 
* [even] those of whom is Christ; but [he is not] one and 
* another—far from it!'* What then makest thou of the things 
of the prosdpon of the ovsia and of the nature? Thou dost 
transport the ov5:@a of God / into two ovsias and then removest 
our own nature and the firstfruits which [are] of us in attribu- 
ting neither to the child nor to the Lord of the child diversity 
of natures but saying that the 05:74 of the child and the 05a 
of the Maker of the child exist in the same 0574 of God the 
Word, as if [it was] he who made his own 9vs/a and God 
the Word was the two ozs:as | issuing] from the one owsia of 
God the Word, or as if the ozv5ia of man was changed into the 


1 See P. 200, n, I, ? Literally : * in correcting anevv ?. 

3 Part of the passage read at the Council from the sixth Paschal Epistle of 
Theophilus of Alexandria, Labbe (Mansi), iv. 1189 a: obrws 6 ndvrov dperrorexvhs, 
6 (@v rai tveprys Too Qeod AGyos, TUfews dpporig Fraroo pions Th oVumarri, ox oias 
Twos Tiuias bans, obpaviov aBbpevos owparos, npos huis dqpiurai GAX' wv mhhep T0 
ptrya Ths tavrod Beinrvvor TExvns, Tov ti myAor mAaodtvra HopPovperos GvOpwnov, 
air0s tx napbevov ravonperas npoiwy ivdpounos. 

* Sec PP. 230, N. 4, 200, N. 2. 
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ousia of God the Word. For if thou shrinkest from speaking 
thus, why censurest thou one who speaks clearly and accountest 
him impious and accusest him of impiety ? 

Wherefore then, O judges, you who have been [involved] 
in folly and in deception and in violence, have you not examined 
the testimony which has been written by the Fathers? You 
would have proved to him * indeed from his own [statements] 
that he indeed confesses two natures, one and another, of one 
and another oz5s:a, as the holy Fathers have said. And thou 
also sayest that *the natures are diverse, but that Christ [is] 
* one of them both, [yet] not as though the union made void 
the diversities of the natures '.* These things it appears 
that thou hast said; and * The child and the dweller in the 
child *, which thou hast said, is also the sxame. I say that he 
was impassible in a passible body, that he has a rationa! soul 
inasmuch as he is a child, for he is man as well as child. How 
therefore, in saying these things and persuading / us to agree 
with the truth of the faith, condemnest thou this man * on 
these same [points]? Is not the injustice evident? Thou 
- callest the natures diverse in Christ, and this man makes the 
same confession and accepts thy statement of these things ; 
and [thou sayest] that there is one prosYpor in the diverse 
natures, while he too confesses this and accepts thy confession 
concerning these things. And thou speakest of property and 
appropriation in consequence of the union, and admittest that 
that which exists is one thing and that which is called another, 
while this man also speaks of property and appropriation 
without his * having come into being by [passing] from [his] 
appropriate and voluntary property into a nature that was 
without volition, that he might suffer the natural sufferings. 
But thou gatherest together the things which have been said, s0 
that indeed there is neither he who made them his properties, 
nor those things which have become his own, but there is one, 
not [one] pros0pon but [one] ousia indeed, so that thou makest 
void all those things that we have confessed together. 

If thou callest this correct and not different from the truth, 


1 Vis. Cyril. | ? See Þ. 144, n. 1. 
7 Vie, Nestorius. 4 Vis. Christ. 
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you ought not to have maligned either the [doctrine] of one 
pros9pon or again that of two natures. For naught have you 
condemned me, not that I do not confess one prosdpor in 
having said * The child and he that dwells in the child are the 
same '; for *is the same” indicates one and the same pros/pon ; 
nor is it as though I confess not two natures, for * he who 
dwells indicates / the nature, as though it was in the child 
as in the bodily frame, that the ozs/a of God might not be 
Supposed to be the same as the ozsia of the child. If then 
neither thou preachest this, nor this man who has written 
these things, thou oughtest not to have accused me and 
calumniated me as not confessing one prosdpon in two ousias 
or {.s defining them individually * in distinction and in division, 
as things which are distant from one another. For I have 
called the *dweller' one who by all means dwells in the 
nature; and the dweller is he who dwells in him in whom 
there is dwelling, and he has a prosdpon, while he in whom 
there is dwelling has the prospor of him who dweils. So by 
the use of their pros9pa as though they were making use of 
their own authoritatively, the one is the other and the other 
the one, the one and the other abiding just as they are in 
their natures. He is truly God, we confess truly that he [is 
$0] also in his nature and is complet<, in naught falling short 
of the nature of the Father; and we confess that the man is 
truly man, completely in his nature, in naught falling short of 
the nature of men, neither in body nor in sou! nor in 
intelligence ; all these things he has in our likeness, apart 
from sin. He was not without activity in his own nature ; 
for although God makes use of these things in his own 
fpros8pon, he makes use of them as of things appertaining 
unto man, in such wise also / as the humanity makes use of 
the divinity in the things appertaining to divinity ; for they 
have a union in prosdpon and not in 0519. 

For this reason it is right to lay down and to confess that, 
as he is confessed [to be] the archetype by reason of the 
image, since it is therefrom that he is called that which he is, 
S0 also, when God the Word is called flesh, he is confessed 


1 Literally : © by parts' or fin parts”, 
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{to be] flesh, that from it he is called flesh and the flesh is 
God and Lord and Son of God, that from it it is said that the 
Lord is in these things, that he may be conceived without 
either confusion or change or phantasy in respect to the 
divinity and in respect to the humanity, But if a man 
changes the things appertaining to the image and predicates 
them of the archetype, necessarily is he acting foolishly in 
regard to both of them, both in regard to the divinity and 
in regard to the humanity : in regard to the humanity in 
agSigning unto it the nature of the divinity, and in regard to 
the divinity because he attributes the things appertaining 
to the divinity to the nature of the humanity and changes 
them both. But these things indeed would have been $0 
when they were to be examined by the judges, if there had 
been judges and they had consulted the [interests] of the 
orthodox without inclining to the side of the heretics and had 
not let them be brought to pass against the rules. But you 
would not have been the judges, yea, I would add that |you 
would have been] not even orthodox, if you had not also 
obscured these things. And what $hall I sxay? All of you 
have one and the same opinion ; but read too what follows. 

/ Likewise from the same, from the first roll, Common 
indeed is the activity of the holy Trinity, and they are 
distinct only in the pros9pa; for the majesty of the glory 
of the only-begotten applies sometimes to the Father, for 
It is my Father that glorifieth me,” and s8ometimes to the 
Holy Spirit : 7he Spirit of truth will glorify me,* and some- 
times to the might of Christ.” 

What, pray, is there finally in me to rouse them? [Is it] 
because I have 8aid : © The activity of the Trinity is common 
and the division lies only in the /4yposzases.'* Or perhaps it 

| Jn. viii. 54 (43). - ? Jn, xvi. 14. 

5 Labbe (Mansi), iv, 1204 A: Toi atroid, rerpabiov a', own ryap al Ths Tpiabos 
tvepyein, wal poras broorhoen: Thy Hiaiperr Fxovamt. t you To) poroyevods 
eddofia more pur T@ narpt nepimnrar tort tap, pnoiv, 6 marhp pov 6 BofdGov ye" 
wore Bt 7@ nveparts 16 nvedua yep, noi, Ths dxnbeias tut Botkou® mort Bt Th rob 
Xprorov buraoreg, 

* This use of ba6oraors is quite unusual in Nestorius (see p. 156, n. 2), The 


curious thing is that, whilst the Syriac above represents Nestorius' regular 
usage, this passage accurately represents the Greek text (cp. p. 242). See p. xv. 
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is yours to suppose that I have said unto you otherwise 
concerning the Trinity that the Son is glorified by the Father 
and by the Holy Spirit. Not that he suffices not for his own 
glory, but I have formerly borne witness abundantly and for 
this reason I have laid down * 8ometimes indeed by the might 
of God ' as being sufficient unto his own glory and not in 
need, because he is not in need. Who then has deceived you ? 
But perhaps you conceive that I am speaking of the humanity 
whick has been glorified by the Father and by the Holy Spirit 
and by God the Word himself. 

You fight hard, and you are unwilling to name aught of the 
dispensation. And 8uppose that it has been so said by me ; 
for I disclaim not that on behalf of which you are fighting, 
but now I establisgh my theme openly. For naught / else is 
your fighting by all [means] against me than this: you confess 
not that the flesh of the Incarnation ! is created and | that | the 
second Adam is of our own nature and that he is created, 
You concede not that he is the creature of the Father and of 
the Son and of the Holy Spirit and that further he is glorified 
by the Creator. Why doubtest thou? What do we make 
this man? Either you do not confess that the flesh is made, 
or you confess that the flesh is made but is not of an owvs:a 
other than [that] of God the Word? So, in order that he 
may not be the creature of the Father or of the Holy Spirit, 
you make him the creator of himself. For you are very 
cautious therein, and you make him the maker of himselt and 
say that he is made of none other than himself. All this is 
fair and just in your opinion when it is 80 said ; wherefore do 
you not say clearly whatever you suppose to be true? Put 
[this] in name indeed you shun but revert to it in fact, and 
refer to the nature of God the Word naturally the attributes 
of natural flesh., That two natures should be united in one 
pros0pon makes not two Sons or two Christs, the diversities 
of each one of the natures being preserved, 

/ Thou knowest him who by all means somewhere has said 
these things. Thou hast in fact said that the diversities 
subsist and are not made void by reason of the union of the 

1 See crit, n., p. 400. 
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natures of the divinity and of the humanity. Say one pros9pon 
in two natures and two natures in one prospon, as Gregory 
and as Ambrose and as Athanasius, as all the Fathers, as thou 
too hast s8aid, that we may not [again] write the same things. 
If yuu had been just judges, he would not have been confident. 
But he would have made you all participate in impiety, that 
you too might shun equity of judgement, because you were 
afraid of reprimand for that which you have wrought against 
me. Are you willing that we should examine the other things 
too which they have written? Let it not be tedious unto you 
to hear the same thing many times; but you shall compulsorily, 
of necessity, attend to the things which are to be said. 


L ikewise from the same, from the sixteenth roll, speaking 
of the Son. He it is who 8aid: My God, my God, why has! 
thou forsaken me? Heit is who endured death three days, 
and him I adore with the divinity. © And after three days: 
on account of him who is clothed I adore the clothing,* on 
account of him who is concealed [1 adore] him who is 
revealed, who is not distinguished from the visible. For 
this reason I distinguish not the honour of him who is not 
distinguished ; / I distinguish the natures and I unite the 
adoration. It was not God by himself who was formed 
in the womb nor again was God created by himself apart 
from the Holy Spirit nor yet was God entombed * by himself 
in the tomb; for, if it had been $0, we should evidently be 
worshippers of a man and worshippers of the dead. But 
since God is in him who has been taken, he also who has 
been taken is called God with him after him who has 
taken [him].* 

Readers ought not to break off, as if they had no more 


any need of reminding, but to be willing to go through in 
the book of their words those which they have set down close 


1 Mk. xv. 34 (P.). 

? Nau : & cause de celui qui revet le vilement j' adore celui-la. 3 See P. XV. 

* Labbe ({Mansi), iv. 1204 B: Gpuoiws Told avrod, rerpadioy 15”, mepi Xprorov 
Atyovros, obros 6 Atywy* bee pov, bet pou, va Ti ue tyraTtAmes ; obros 6 Tprhuepoy 
TeAevriy bnropeivas' mpoorue 3t owv th Bebryri Tourov, bs Tis Ocias ouvvepyov 
abberrias, wat pt" Frepa. of) rad tavrd eds 70 mnaaobty ano puhrpas* ov xab' 
tavro ecds 70 xTWOe ti To mvevuaros* ov xad' tavro Qeds T0 rapty (v.l, party) 
int prhparos, obrw yap iv YJuer ivEpwnonirpai, wat verpohaTpa capes, GAN) 
tnabhmep tv 76 Mnq#ewri Debs, tx Tod haBdvros 6 /mpbels, bs T& naBbvri owvapbeis, 
ovyxpnparige ©e6s. For the passage omitted see p, 217, N. 3. 
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at hand in opposition to me, that * the bodily frame exists not 
by itself*, This [it is] concerning which they have unjustly 
belied me, as though I were s8peaking of a mere man and 
distinguishing him into part[s], as those things which are 
distinguished from one another in space. And again contrari- 
wise to this they accuse me, [demanding] from what reason I 
call him indistinguishable and infinite, since they hear * he 
*came into being by himself, not even for one moment, but 
* God too is in! him ever since his coming into being, since 
*also God is in * him that he may come to bein? him ', * For 
* he is impassible in a passible body who in the fullness of the 
* times assumed the man that he who assumed might come to 
© be indistinguishably in him who was as8umed.'” And it was 
not artificially * that he came to be in the body, but truly he 
came to be in the body and was / not distinguished from 
the body. * The nature which |was born] of Mary was human 
and our salvation came not to pass in phantasy.” 

From the things which they say, you also know my | words] : 
* And he who has been assumed is named God after him who 
assumed.' This was not his of his own nature; for he who 
has been assumed is the passible man in whom the impassible 
existed, | that is] the human nature in which God existed not 
artificially,? the clay wherein the cunning craftsman has proved 
his craftsmanship. By the union with the divinity it is his 
to become Son and to become God. For he who begins 
*and gradually advances and is perfected is not God, although 
* on account of the manifestation which | took place] little by 
f little he is so called ',3 and he is called that whereunto God 
is united in nature. For *one thing and another are those 
© things whereof our Saviour is [formed], yet [he is] not one 
*and another—far from it !—but one by adhesion, God on the 
*one hand who was made man and man on the other who 
*was made God '.* By his adhesion he was made God and 
not by his nature; by the union of the divinity and of the 
flesh he became one Son, for both the natures existed in him. 
Therefore © The man is called God by the union of the 


1 The Syriac proposition means in” or * with” indefinitely. 
* See P. 192, N. 3. 3 See P. 200, n. I, 4 See Þ. 209, Nn. 2. 
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divinity and is said to be one Son '—{he is 8aid] to become 
one son—by this doctrine he is adored with the adoration 
of the divinity and is adored with him; yet there are 
not two adorations, but one. For in the / one adoration of 
this one ovsia the other also is adored, because he who is 
adored with the other is not adored in his own adoration, but 
both of them together. In the adoration indeed of the one, 
the other who is with him, who is adored in the adoration, 
also [is adored]; of necessity he is united and not dis- 
tinguihed. For also he who is adored is not capable of 
not being adored, nor again [is he] to be adored apart from 
him in whom he exists, nor yet again [is he] to be adored 
in him without the latter also, in whom he receives adoration, 
being adored. For he is not adored in his own pros9por but 
in that pros9porn to which he is united, which is common on 
account of the union for the union took place in the prospor 
in such wise that the one [became] the other and the other 
the one. From him therefore who assumed the propor 
it is his who has been assumed to become the prospon of 
him who has assumed it. For this reason the flesh of God 
the Word bears the same title with him, and it is not accord- 
ing to the flesh that God the Word becomes God and Son 
and Lord; for God the Word is called God and Son in his 
nature and not after another in the things derived from the 
nature. But the flesh has received from God to be named 
that which he is called, being called God when bearing 
the same title with him, making use with him of the name 
of God; it is not its after its nature. Otherwise then 
thou art dividing the union and predicating two things 
of him." 

And censure one who says that the body is by itself and 
according to whom- the [properties] of the divinity belong 
not to the divinity which [is] in the body. / And before 
everything censure * thyself who hast so spoken ; and if indeed 
thou darest not to deny that owing to the union the flesh 
had the pros/pon of the divinity, but referrest to God the 
Word alone the [attributes] of the humanity and of the 


t Vis. God the Word. 2 Inserted by Bedjan in the Syriac text. 
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divinity but to the humanity neither those of the humanity 
nor those of the divinity, thou yet dissemblest in that thou 
namest God the Word in them both; thou art like unto 
me in being [too] reverent to suppose that the humanity 
is not worthy of the pros%on, and thou overthrowest 
the union which thou confessest in scA&ma, whereſ by] two 
natures are one Pros9pon, laying down that it is God the 
Word who is united to the flesh or to the man and that he 
is said [to be] in both of them in the nature of God and 
[to be] man in the union, but a man who is neither united 
to the divinity nor even exists.* And for this reason man 
is named Son neither after his nature nor through the union 
of God the Word. But thus thou seemest to set up God 
the Word in both of them but man [in] neither of the two 
of them, whether in the nature or in the union with that 


1 This sums up Nestorius? dissatisfaction with the Cyrillian conception of the 
*jmpersonal manhood of Christ ', and the question at issue is whether he 
misunderstood that conception, or rightly criticized it as unintelligible. See 
e.g. Loofs, Nestorins and His Place, p. 73. Consistently with this Nestorius 
Suspects Cyril of treating Christ's manhood as something less than human ; cp. 
Pp. 260, On the general question the following statement may be quoted : 
*From Locke's definition of ** person ” as *'a thinking intelligent being that has 
reason and reflection, and can consider itself as itself ” modern psychology has 
proceeded in a fairly regular course to identify © personality” as the potentiality 
of self-consciousness, or, more precisely, of conscious activity. The persona of 
Latin theology, as defined by Boetius, would certainly have this quality of self- 
consciousness, but would not be constituted by it. Thus St. Thomas Aquinas, 
following the definition, was able to say that a discarnate soul, which he held to 
be self-conscious, is not persona.... Thus : (1) when the Council of Chalcedon 
taught that our Lord is but one kypostasts (Latinized as persona), and that Divine, 
it is extremely improbable that there was any reference to personality as under- 
Stood in modern psychology. If there was not, the dogmatic definition does not 
preclude the supposition of a © human personality ” in our Lord. (2) When 
the Council proceeded to attribute to our Lord two natures—Divine and human 
—it is at least possible that © human nature ”” was taken as including all that is 
now called © personality””. In that case, the Council implicitly affirmed the 
* human personality?'” of our Lord, (3) When the Sixth General Council, in 
the year 680, affirmed, as against the Monothelites, that there were in cur Lord 
two wills and two energeiar—Divine and human—it Seems fairly clear that the 
human energeia (Latinized as operatio) corresponds closely to that conscious 
activity which is the basis of the modern idea of personality. Therefore, what 
may have been implicit in the definition of Chalcedon now becomes explicit. 
The Council definitely attributes to our Lord *f human personality?”” in the 
modern sense of the words * (T. A. Lacey, in The Guardian, Dec. 23, 1921). 
Cp. further pp. 218, n. 3, 321, 1. 1. 
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which is united, *God on the one hand who was made man, 
*man on the other who was made God.” * For he who begins 
*and gradually advances and is brought to fullness is not 
* God, although on account of the manifestation which [took 
f place] little by little he is so called.” ! 

And all the things which are called after the union in 
respect to both of those / things which are united come to 
be with reference to the one prosdpon. And thou sayest that 
the union of the natures took place in one pros9pon, but in 
fact with all thy might thou settest up the Incarnation * of 
God the Word of the Arians and of the Apollinarians, and 
thou provest to those who have eyes to search thee out that 
he made use of the body and of the soul as of an instrument * 
without soul and without reason and without will as if for 
his own nature, doing and suffering the sufferings of the body 
which became consubstantial. And for this reason thou 
countest it not with him and thou referrest to God the Word, 
even as to a craſtsman, all these [properties] of the instru- 
ment,” but thou dost attribute to the instrument those of the 
craftsman, since he was not assumed for this, that he might 
do and suffer voluntarily in his nature, but that God the Word 
might suffer all human things and do them, while he had not 
his own will or feeling or sufferings or humanity ; but thou 
dost attribute unto God the Word feeling and willing and 
suffering in all the things of humanity in his nature. And 
for this reason thou declinest to say that there was aught 
[added] to the humanity itself owing to the union with the 
divinity, apart from what God the Word is in pros9pon, that 
is, God and Lord and Son of God ; for except the ozs:a he * 
has all the [properties] of the ows:a owing to the union and 


-" not by nature, For the divinity makes use of the prosYpor 


of the humanity and the humanity of that of the divinity ; 
and thus we say one / prosdpon in both of them. Thus God 
_ appears whole, since his nature is not damaged in aught owing 
to the union; and thus too man [is] whole, falling short of 
naught of the activity and of the sufferings of his own nature 


1 Sec P. 200, ns. 1 and 2, 2 Sc, tvavOpwmnos, 
s Syr. '6rgdnon = Gk. 6pyavoy. i Viz. © the man”. 
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owing to the union. For he who refers to the one pros0por 
of God the Word the [properties] of God the Word and those 
of the humanity and gives not in return the prosp0n of God 
the Word to the humanity steals away the union of the 
orthodox and likens it to that of the heretics. For you have 
learnt of the orthodox in the testimonies which they have 
written, that they give in compensation the [properties] of 
the humanity to the divinity and those of the divinity to the 
humanity, and that this is said of the one and that of the 
other, as concerning natures whole and united, united in- 
deed without confusion and making use of the prosdpa of 
one another.! 

How therefore has he swept you away to everything that 
he wishes, O wise judges? Either then refute the [sayings] 
of the Fathers which you have cited in testimony, or else 
otherwise it is of necessity [incumbent] upon you to receive 
one who says on their own side according to their teaching : 
*Two indeed in nature and one pros/porn in the union, in 
* mixture, in revelation, in adhesion, God who was made man, 
*man who was made God, the one is $said after the other 
*to have been made man and the other said after the one 
* to have been made (0d. Whatever therefore have I said 
which is alien from them, for which you have condemned me ? 
Was it not right to confess two natures? Was it not right 
to confess one prosdpon belonging to two natures, / of the 
divinity and of the humanity, that of the divinity and of the 
humanity? But although you deny that which you have 
written you are to be reprimanded. 

Read therefore what follows : 


Likewise from the same, from the third roll: against 
heretics, concerning the Holy Spirit, For how is that a 


| This statement of the doctrine of the communtcatio idwomatum is Surely in 
accordance with that elaborated in Leo's Tome and accepted as orthodox at 
Chalcedon. For an estimate of Nestorius' teaching on this point drawn from 
other sources than this work see T. H. Bindley, Oecumentcal Documents of the 
Faith, p. 113 : * Leo drew out this at length in the Tome. Nestorius would not 
or could not see the validity of this method of speech, nor allow that the Son 
could enter the sphere of human life while still remaining within the Divine 
sphere.” 
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servant who [works with the Son and the Father? And, 
if any one inquires concerning the Spirit what are his 
acts, he will find that he]? is with the Father and with 
the Son, and falls not short of them in aught. It is not 
indeed as though one divinity were divided, but the Divine 
Scripture, for the proof and the likeness of the Trinity 
proves that [there is] one rg and that it is distinguished 
for each single one of the Aypostases.* And search out 
likewise from the works which at $sundry times have 
begun [as follows *]: God the Word became flesh and dwelled 
among us* and caused the humanity which was taken 
to abide with the Father. Zhe Lord said unto my Lord: 
St thou on my right hand,* to that likeness which was 
taken, the Holy Spirit has come down and $shown his 


glory.® 

The reader therefore has not need that we should go back 
to each one of the things which have been said before, 
and that we $should say the same things. But we will say 
unto them: Is the flesh created or not created? Speak 
clearly ; if thou sayest that it is created, in whatever manner 
it be, thou concedest that it has been made by the Father 
and by the Son and by the Holy Spirit, for they are entirely 
distinct in nothing in the making and all things are wrought 
by one and the same / will and wisdom. But if thou dis- 
tinguishest not between these and separatest [not] the Son 
from the Father and from the Holy Spirit, but even [sayest] 
that he has become flesh in virtue of the flesh and has dwelled 
among us and that all the dispensation on our behalf has 
been effected by one and the game will and wisdom and 


1 The passage in brackets is restored from the Greek. See crit. n., Þ. 409. 
? See PÞ. 234, N. 4- 3 See P. XV. 
$ Jn. 1. 14. 5 Ps. cx, 1 (P.). 
© Labbe (Mansi), iv. 1204 C: 6polws Toi) avrov, rerpatiov y. Kara alperix@v 
wept To) nvevbuaros Atyovros, mas yap ein Boihov, pyoi, T0 peri marpds rai viow 
tpyaCouevoy ; xiv Cyrotin Tis TAs To) mvevparos TEfers (v.1. mpafers), ebphou TW TCV 
narpds wat vio) rar” ovity Mermopevas ovy ws Ths juas pepifoperns belrnros, GAAG 
Ths belas ypapns Teh Ths juas loxvos rat rad" txdorhy pepicoptrns imooTav, es 
dnbdefuv Tov Ths Tpiibos buoiov. Kai por oxomer 70 Bpuorov, tx TAEv tv Epryors Kapav 
(v. 1, xauploy) dpfapevor (v. 1. Tows, dptapuevoes.—N.B. The Syriac text implies dpfa- 
ptvoy)* 6 eds Abyos &ytvero oapg, rat tortvooer tv hiv, oavverabioey taut Thv 
drarnpbeiony ivOpeniryra 6 marhp* ewe yep, pnoiv, 6 ripios T@ ruply pov, rabov tc 
Befiav uwov. Thy Toy dvarnpberros T0 mveoua raTerBov over £ $6{av* brav yap, 
þyol, 70 nveiua Ths danbeias ABy, Exeivo tut Fofdoe, 


-337] [The Trinity and the Incarnation 243 


might even as also it has been effected, I myself also and 
all the company of the orthodox say [the same], according 
to the Holy Scriptures. If therefore this is worthy of accusa- 
tion, let care be taken by thee that naught is left without 
accusation. And yet sayest thou that it is created? Say 
it clearly and suppress the [doctrine] that God the Word 
became flesh; for if he became not, how is it said that he 
became? For thus he is not admitted [to be] as an act,' 
the work of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy 
Spirit. For thereby it appears that thou art constrained 
to say that the flesh of God the Word has need of the 
Father and the Holy Spirit, the [flesh] which in its own 
ousia is naught else than God the Word. But it is not 
God the Word, who has not need of the Father and of the 
Holy Spirit. 

If thou conceivest the flesh thus, thou well definest it to 
be 80. Look well however in the Fathers who imagine the 
opposite concerning the flesh, from whom you have cited 
testimony, when they say: *It is indeed the human nature 
which [is] of Mary,'* and again: / * He who begins and 
*gradually advances and is brought to fullness is not God, 
although on account of the manifestation which | took place] 
little by little he is 80 called.'* For both natures of which 
our Saviour is [formed] are one thing and another, even as 
thou hast formerly agreed with them to say the same things : 
* Diverse are the natures which have been combined in the 
*union, but of both of them [there issues] one Christ, not 
*indeed that the diversity of the natures is to be made void 
© on account of the union; for God is impassible in a passible 
*body; for his body, which also is abiding with him, with 
*the Father, is not alien unto him. * What then is there 
to do with the things that I have said, which confirm the 
[words] of the former and those of the latter? And they 
make void thine, while thou settest aside all those whom 
thou hast cited as thy testimony. For these reasons the 
judges have not come to the examination, lest they should 


2 See P. 192, N. 5. 
See Þ. I44, B. I. 


1 See crit, n., P. 400. 
” SCC P. 200, N, I, 


4%" pu wet: . h bw = - # 
RODEN Age ones mon 7 OI 
DP = LS «EEG. tab OE ONT beans FM. re ES 

on hags: Fat. %s en a SS IT LEE 3 

FEERert ro EE DE LY 


[. + 
5p - Sb Is th, exe. Ul 
ns Rr +, bs + 
fJI-f 
»— & ES, KY 
: 2 


«if 


, = 
oh Ge ERS 
£ "ns [ 
TT 


® Kong 
* 
by "I 


| (OI 


bn. 


_ - . 


bu 4 


244 Trr Bazaar of HERaACLEDEes II. i [335- 


hear these and such like things and be condemning them- 
selves. But I will cite again the rest of the things which 
are like unto them and we will run over them, that you 
may see through all of them the cause of his declining the 
judgement. 


Likewise from the same, from the sixth roll : in speaking 
of Christ. He has been sent forth 7o preach release to the 
captives * as the Apostle [says], and cites: © He [it was] 
who was trusted of God and was made chief priest ; '* for 
he surely became and existed not eternally from aforetime. 
He it is who gradually advances little by little to the 
honour of the high / priesthood, O heretic! Hear the 
voice which ens proclaims unto thee: /z 7he days 
of the flesh he offered up a prayer and a supplication with 
Strong crying and with tears and was heard for his 
righteousness and, though he was rightly Son, learned 
obedience by the things which he bore and was made per- 
fect and became unto all them that obey him the cause 
of etzrnal life. Being surely brought to fullness and 
made perfect he gradually advanced little by little, [O] 
heretic; concerning whom also Luke proclaims in the 
Gospel that Jeswus increased in Stature and in wisdom.* Paul 
also has said things agreeing therewith: Ze was made 
perfect and became unto all them that obey hiim the cause 
of eternal life and was named of God chief priest after the 
order of Melchizedek,” and, after other things, he was 
proclaimed chief priest. Why therefore dost thou interpret 
against Paul, thou that dost mingle God the Word im- 
passible with an earthly likeness and makest him a passible 
chief priest ? © 
1 Luke jv. 18 (P.), ? Cp. Heb. ii. 17. 3 Heb. v. 7-9. 
* Luke ii. 52, Seep. xv. 5 Heb. v. 9-10 (P.). 

. ©* Labbe (Mansi), iv. 1204 D: 6poiws Tov avrov, rTerpatiov 5”, mepi Xprorov 
Aeyovros, Gi GimeorTaAy rnpiftar alxpardtros perry, ral Tvphois avaBAeyuv* ws 6 
anborokos tmipeper, ral grow* obros 6 moT0s T@ Oep nerompuevos dpxiepevs, tyevero 
yap obros, oor didics mpojiy. obros 6 ara purpdy els dpxteptos, alperine, nporoyas 
dfiopa* ral dxove capeortpas oor Torro HraBowons ovhs* tv TAs hptpas Exeivars, 
pot, Ths capes avroi) behoeus nal ineoias mpos Tov Buvapevoy owGuv avroy ti Oavarov, 
per xpavyt)s loxupas «at Barptoy mpooertyias, rat elooxovodets Gnd Ths evnapeias, 
Kainep Ov vids, tuabev Gp" Ov tmabe Thy bnaxohv, rat Texauwbeis, tytvero Trois tma- 
Kovovoy airoy (v.l. arg) nacw, airios owrypias alaviov. TeAtoura Be T0 ward 
purpoy mporomrov, alperixct, mept ob ral "Iodavvys tv Trois evayyenios Bogr 'Inoovs 
npotxonrev JArig, ral copig, rat xaprrt, ofs ovupera rat TIarhos pPeyyopueros* 
TeAuwbeis, qyoiv, tyevero Tois imaxovovorw atrod (v.11. avrs) naow airs owrnpias 
alowviov, npooayopevbeis ind Tov ©cov dpyiepeds rara Thy TEfw MeAxioeder, wat 
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I imagine therefore that all of you, since you constantly 
8ay these things and since the latter brings them forward 
in his testimony, are like those who make mock of them 
that are heavy with sleep and answer differently to different 
things to those who cry out and ask them. For this reason, 
when thou settest aside thine own testimonies, thou dost not 
understand. For thy witness Gregory says : © He who begins 
*and gradually advances and is brought to fullness is not 
* God, although on account of the manifestation which | took 
* place] gradually / he is so called.”* But then he is not thy 
witness but my advocate, who has laid down these things 
in his discourses. Why then dost thou mingle these [argu- 
ments | of one who has laid them down in his very discourses ? 
But Ambrose too [says]: *Does not the Scripture also 
*teach you that the divinity has not need of sanctification, 
* but the flesch? Confess the glory of God and the sufferings 
*of man.'* | Thou claimest] that he is on thy side, but knowest 
not what thou sayest. Whatever then has this man * said 
unto thee other [than this]? For he who accepts these 
disputes not against those. If thou accusest the latter as 
one who predicates the two ozs7as, accuse also the former who 
predicates two natures, one thing and another. 

But thou sayest that he who confesses two natures, one 
and another, of necessity makes two pros9pa; for it is not 
possible that two prospa should become one prosdpor ; but, 
if it is right to confess one pros/po0n, refer them all to the 
one prosopon of God the Word, in order that they may be 
predicated of one prosdpon and not of two; just as thou 
sayest that he [it is] who suffered, and dividest [it] on thy 
two fingers and makest proof as if concerning things | that 
are] divided. In this indeed thou hast naught [to do| with 
me, O admirable man. He, who in word accepts the Fathers 
and the words of the Fathers, accepts also my words at the 
8ame time. He, who says: * Does not / the Scripture itself 


pes" trepa, dpxtepeds rxernnputvos, Ti ow dvbepprvevers 7@ TNavay, roy anabij 
©edy Abyoy tmryeig rarapryyes Cuortwpart, rat mabyroy ipxiepta noey ;_ Cp. Looks, 
Nestoriana, p. 235. 

t See P. 200, Nn. I, 2 See P. 199, n. 2(2). * Viz, Nestorius. 
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* also teach you that the divinity has not need of sanctification, 
* but the flesh?*? predicates one pros9por of the flesh and of 
the divinity, and that the one has need of sanctification, while 
the other has not need. And © He who begins and gradually 
'advances and is brought to fullness is not God, although 
' on account of his manifestation which [took place] little 
' by little he is 80 called **—and the latter too predicates 
two: he who has begun and he who has not begun, and 
he who gradually advances and is brought to fullness, and 
further he who eternally is such as he is; he who is not God 
in his nature, although through the manifestation he is called 
God, and he who is [s0] in his nature. For in the natures 
thou dividest also the prosdpa: man and God. | There are] 
not two sons nor two men ; but hast thou not been informed 
that the Fathers confess one prosipon of two natures, and 
that the diversities of the natures, either of the divinity or 
of the humanity, have not been made void by reason of the 
union, because they are thereby combined in one prospor 
which belongs to the natures and to the pros/pa? For the 
diversities subsist, since there has not been confusion or even 
Suppression, $0 that thou mightest refer the diversity of the 
natures naturally to one nature and to one prosdpon of the 
s$ame nature and mightest suppress that which is without 
pros5pon and without its own ov5:1a, that is, the humanity, and 
mightest name God and man God alone. 

For he, who thus names the one prospon of the two 
natures / God the Word, further attributes not the | properties] 
of the divinity to the pros/pon of the humanity in such wise 
that there should be one pros/por of the divinity and of the 
humanity : the pros9por of the divinity and the prosYpon of the 
humanity are one pros0por, the one on this hand by kends:s, 
the other on that by exaltation. Either thou confessest the 
confusion of the natures and the absolute suppression | of the 
humanity |, or thou confessest the instrumental* and natural 
union of the heretics, whereby he is united to all the [proper- 
ties] of men, in order that he may be able to comport himself 
and to suffer according to human nature. And the [attributes] 


1 See P. 199, n. 2 (2). 2 See P. 200, n, 1.  Syr. '6rgdndyd. 
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of the humanity [are] as the instrument * to the craftsman ; 
that is, thou referrest them to God the Word and dost not X 
attribute to the instrument," that is, to the humanity, those 
of the craftsman ; and the [properties] of the humanity, as by 
an instrument,* thou referrest to God the Word, but thou 
dost not attribute those of God the Word to the humanity. 
Thou therefore deceivest, in that thou makest use of the things 
which we say in our own name alone and in our own pros0pon, 
whereas in fact on the contrary thou suppressest them ; and 
thou makest God the Word himself passible, in suppressing L 
the sensibility and the will of the humanity, which [according | 
to thee] *is not indeed sensible in its nature ', but is sensible 'f 
in the nature of God the Word, nor became willing in its | 
own nature but became willing in the nature of God the | 
Word. And for this purpose, as regards the humanity, thou 
attributest the things of the humanity to the nature and not | 
to the prosdpon,* But thou attributest the things of the 
humanity unto God but dost not attribute those of the 
divinity to the humanity. But we / speak of one and another * ' 
in natures but of one prosYpon in the union for the use of one 
another : God on the one hand who was made man, man on 
the other who was made God. 

But further, as in the Trinity, [there is] there one ozs:a 
of three pros0pa, but three propa of one ousia; here | there 
is] one pros0pon of two ousias and two owsias of one prospon, 
There the pros9pa exist not without ovs:a, nor here again 
does the ous:a cxist without a pros9por, nor also the nature 
without pros9pon, nor yet the prosporn without nature. For 
of the pros9pon of the one ou5:a and not of another the other 
ousia makes use in the same manner on account of the union. 
It has indeed made our own | properties] its very own proper- 
ties, conceding its own to him to whom all these things 
belong completely, except sin, For he has come to aid our 
nature, not to take that which belongs to him, and to save and 
renew in him[self] our nature through a sublime obedience, 
and not to remove it from obedience, being obedient in its | 
Stead to all human sufferings, while it is obedient in naught, 


't 
1 Syr. *6rganon. * I.e. of God the Word. » 
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and not to participate in the human nature of men. Nor 
ſaccording to Cyril] did he come into being of men nor 
again of the [things] of divinity, but he attributes to the 
divinity the [properties] of the humanity without attributing 
those of the divinity to the humanity ; but he was taken as 
Something to serve as an instrument,* not having voluntarily 
practised obedience as / a rational nature, with thought and 
with examination and with the choice of good and with the 
refusal of evil. 

But if thou callest the nature of men in him whole, attribute 
unto him completeness also in the operations wherein it seems 
that it exists, that is, that he trusted in God and was made 
chief priest. And he offered up prayer and supplication and 
entreaty unto him that was able to preserve him alive from 
death and rescue him with Strong crying and with tears and 
was heard on account of Jus righteousness ; and though he were 
a on, he learned obedience by the things which he had borne and 
became the cause of eternal life unto all them that obey him ; * 
and again *he who begins and gradually advances and is 
* brought to fullness is not God, although on account of his 
* revelation which [was made] little by little he is 50 called ' ; 
and again : * Does not the Scripture also teach you that the 
divinity has not need of sanctification, but the flesh ?' * 
Although he was a 80n, by reason indeed of the union of the 
divinity and of the flesh, the Son of God speaks in them both 
because both the natures exist in him : * Now indeed the glory 
of God and now the sufferings of the man.'* For in saying 
* God” and in saying * in nature ', we conceive him not without 
the man ; and $0 again in calling him © man” and in speaking 
of him as © in nature *, we speak not of him apart from his being 
(God, but / we name the man God indeed on account of the 
union of the divinity but man in nature; yet similarly once more 
also God the Word is God indeed in nature, but we call God 
man by reason of the union of the prosdpor of the humanity. 
The [properties] therefore of the natures change not the union 
nor those of the union the natures and deprive [not| both 


1 Syr. '6rginon. * Heb. v. 7-9. 
3 Sec P. 200, N, 1, * ST 7. 199, N. 2(2). 
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of them of the properties of the natures or of those which are 
caused by the union in the dispensation on our behalf. 

But let other things also be written for the confutation of 
the condemnation which the judges have pronounced against 
me, 


Likewtse from the same, from the seventh roll. Where- 
fore, holy brethren who have been called by a heavenly 
calling, behold this Apostle and chief priest of our conſess101 
Tesus Christ, who |was| faithful unto him that hath made 
him as [was| Moses in all his house." And after other 
things: Since you have this chief priest who suffers with you 
and [is] your kinsman and sustains your people, fall not 
away from the faith ; for he, by means of the blessing which 
was promised unto him, was sent of the seed of Abraham 
in order that he might present himself as a sacrifice on his 
behalf and on behalf of his kinsmen. It is to be remarked 
that I have confessed, that they all had need of sacrifices, 
and that I have excepted Christ as one who has not need ; 
but he offered himself as a sacrifice on his own behalf and 
on behalf of his race, * 


Who then [is he| that is faithful / unto him that made him 
chief priest? Make answer. God the Word? For of him it 
Says that he was made chief priest unto him who made him. 
Who is he that made him chief priest ? [Was it] he who was 
faithful unto him, or did he make himself or |was he made it] 
by the Father? But if he made himself chief priest, if thou 
Sayest that that [took place] in the union in the sxame manner 
as the Word also became flesh, thou art constrained to give 
a nature of our own 05a unto the flesh, after which he also is 
called flesh in the union and not in the nature. He is truly 
chief priest, he who is consubstantial with us and our kinsman, 
on account of whom God the Word also is called chief priest. 

1 Heb. iii. 1-2, 

? Labbe (Mansi), iv. 1205 B : 6polws Tod avrov, rerpdbiov if, GOev, Aberpoi, 
Khaews tmoupaviov utToxou, karavohoare Tov GnouTohov al Gpxiepen Ths Spuonkoyias 
hudv 'Inoooiv, mor bvra T& nothooavr: airlv. Kali pe” Trepar Gvros obv muiv 
Tobrov pbvov Gpxiepters ovumabois rat owyyevois rat BeBaiov, Ths els avrov ju 
naparptmeobe niorTews, airds ryap huiv Ths tempyyAptrys exoyias tf OMepparos 
'ABpady dreordahy, ws imep tavrod at Tod owyyevors Thv TOY Gwparos Bvgiay Cvyen- 
aybpevos, onpawrto, Gi dpuoroyhoas navra dpyiepta beiova Ovoias, ral imeferuv 
Toy Xprorby, ws phy Bebpevor, bv robrois imep bavrod pot mpooptpuay, ral TOY awyyevous, 
bvoiay, Cp. Loofs, Nestoriana, p. 240. 
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For there is none that says that the one was of the other and 
denies that the other was of the one. Confess therefore in the 
first place this one who exists in the nature and next [him] who 
is gaid |to exist] through the union ; for if this is not confirmed, 
there is not even place for it. 

For each one of the names of an ovs:@ indicates concerning 
him in the first place the 0x54 whose name it is. Bring it 
before the hearer, and then afterwards thou comest to the fact 
that they are said otherwise also and not in ovsia. Conse- 
quently also when in that which is said men take first a name 
which is [used] of a nature, and afterwards of things which [are 
Said] otherwise, however it may be, they are named either in 
the manner of homonymy or even not by nature; for this 
reason they cover them over as things concealed and forgotten. 
When therefore we speak of the things of the union, / thou 
sayest © and is made man, but thou assignest this not to the 
union but as to the nature. But thou dissemblest the things 
appertaining to the nature and thou hinderest those who speak 
[them] as persons committing impiety. Thou allowest naught 
else than to take the [words] *he became” and he was made ' 
of the nature of God, although ten thousand times thou sayest 
[that he is] unchangeable; and thou confessest that he who 
made was made and exists in his nature and is called what he 
became; or speakest thou on the contrary in phantasy | words] 
which confess two natures of which Christ is [formed] and 
diverse natures which are diverse natures? How can men 
Speak otherwise of the natures, unless they make use of the 
name of the natures, of the one and of the other ? 

But this [is] weighty. For this reason also I have said that 
it is to be remarked : he indeed has been sent unto us of the 
Seed of Abraham through the blessing which was promised, 
that he might. offer his body as a sacrifice on his behalf and 
on behalf of his kinsmen. Remark indeed that I have con- 
fessed, that all the chief priests have need of sacrifices, while 
Christ, as one who had no necd thereof, offered himself as a 
Sacrifice on his own behalf and on behalf of his race. Suppose 
that it has been 80 said by me; for I decline not to refute the 
change in your words, lest it should be supposed that, after I 
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have been refuted, I have set myself to accuse [you] because 
of [your] inadequacy. For even in these things God has not 
left me without / excuse for my thought, which is clear unto 
a!l men. For I have said that all the chief priests have need 
of sacrifices for their sins, except Christ ; whereas I have said 
that Christ has offered the sacrifice of himself for himself and 
for his race, for his race, indeed, that he may release them from 
the condemnation of the signed bond of sin.* While he was 
free from sin, [he] yet [offered himself] for himself that there 
might be given unto him a name which [is] more excellent 
than all names, and he was obedient unto death, and accepted 
death upon the cross, he who was free from sin. For he who 
was not found with s8in and was obedient that he might die 
for us, received a name which is more excellent than all names, 
which was his since the beginning, from birth, since he was a 
little child. And although he was indeed Son and there was 
neither more nor less in him in authority in his sonship, yet 
was he made perfect that he might become a Son with 
authority ; 8imilarly the humanity, which from birth had 
to become the Son through the union and which had not 
authority but obedience, yet through obedience was perfected 
in authority and received a name which |is| more excellent 
than all names. Therefore he was neither passible nor yet 
mortal but both in authority and in honour. He was / in 
them all; apart from the 05:4 he had all the [properties] of 
the ovsia; he is one Son who exists in the union. 

And every chief priest has need of sacrifices for his sins, but 
Christ had not need | thereof] for his sins but for his race, that 
he might release them from sin. But this was also $0 for his 
own $sake ; because of his unlimited obedience [it was] that he 
died for sinners. Both in his will and in his thought he 
acquired, in short, naught else than to wish and to will 
whatsoever God willed in him. For this reason God also 
was in him whatsoever he was himself, in such wise that he 
also became in God whatsoever God was in him for the 
forming of his coming into being in his likeness, [to wit] 
the prosdþon of God ; and whatsoever the humanity became 


| Cp. Col, ii. 14. 
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by the obedience which it observed was not for his pros9por 
therein, but for the pros9por of God in God. This prosdpon 
will be his and [he will be] also God, in such wise that, wherein 
he is one, having acquired no distinction in the pros/pon, [it 
is] necessary to give unto him a distinction of the complete 
natures. But in the pros9pa of the union, the one in the other, 
neither by diminution nor by suppression nor by confusion is 
this *one* conceived, but by taking and by giving,* and by 
the use of the union of the one with the other, the pros9pa 
take and give one another but not the owvs:as. The one 
we conceive as the other and the other as the one, while the 
one and the other abide. For when God the Word is called 
God and man, there are not two prosdpa of God the Word 


/ because the two of them are not said [to be] in os:a, but 


the one is said [to be] in oz5:@ and the other in the union, and 
in the use of the one with the other which came about through 
both the natures. But he is predicated in them both, in the 
one and in the other: in the one indeed by ovs:@a and in 
the other by union. And $o also, when by reason of the very 
union we concede to the humanity the being said [to be] in 
both of them, in the ov5:i@ and in the union, we make not of 
necessity two prospa of the union, in that there is [only | one 
belonging to both the natures, belonging to the divinity and 
to the humanity as to the humanity and the divinity. In 
Saying * God indeed who was made man ', he * has not however 
left out the compensation, as thou conceivest this in the union, 
Since the union with the humanity is congruous with God the 
Word, in such wise that he is called God in both of them. 
Nor again [is] the man also man and God ; thou takest away 
the compensation from the union of the two ovsias. For this 
reason he goes back on his word and [adds] © the man who 
was made God ' as depending on the union which makes the 
fros6pa and not the natures coramon. 

And hear also from the same?:—* He who begins and 
* gradually advances and is brought to fullness is not God, 


| Cp. p. 26a, 1. 239. For Loof's interpretation of this phrase see Nestorins and 
tis Place in the History of Christian Doctrine, pp. 92-4. 
7 Vis. Gregory. 


TS oT_—n> 'Þ' —_— COON II 


A 


331] [wo natures, one Redeemer 253 


* although on account of the manifestation which | took place] 
* little by little he is so called.'? Because he is called God 
through the manifestation, he is not to be conceived as man 
without pros9por and without nature ; because he is man in 
nature, he is for this reason God in the manifestation, in order 
that it may not be supposed / that he is called God for the 
suppression of the natures and of their properties owing to 
the union, or that the union of God took place only with a 
view to the man. Wherefore whatsoever God is by nature is 
Said also by | reason of] the union in whatever is united, that 
is, man. For the man, who, as not united, was not what he is 
by nature, [namely] man,* is called God through that which is 
united.® 

For all these things make thy protests absurd ; if indeed it 
be that another man says that he was man who began and 
therefore was not God, although by reason of the union he is 
$0 called, he is not foolish ; for it is the other who begins 
and gradually advances and is brought to fullness, and not 
God, and he offends your hearing in naught. But if I say 
that the other is he who gradually advanced and was perfected 
for the chief priesthood, thou rebukest me as though I were 
introducing another pros9por ; there is, however, no distinction 
between a man's saying © the man who begins and his saying 
*he who begins ', for all these indicate the same thing, that is, 
the man. * Speak of the glory of God and the sufferings of 
man”: *Does not the Scripture also teach you that the 
divinity has not need of sanctification, but the flesh ?** 
Why dissemblest thou these things as one who is ashamed of 
them and makest the sufferings of him who suffered for our 
sakes those of the impassible, in such wise that the debt on 
behalf of our salvation was paid and settled without sufferings, 
Since / he took nothing? But thou hast done all things in 


! See P. 200, n. 1, 

2 This is surely a reference to Nestorius' view that the manhood of Christ 
was united to the Logos from the very moment of conception ; it therefore never 
existed by itself, but only in the union, With this interpretation there is no 
need to follow Nau in removing the negative from the sentence. 

5 There is no new paragraph marked here in the Syriac text. 

* See P. 199, n. 2(2). 
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sch&ma and in fiction and agreest neither with thyself nor with 
the Fathers. For you are not fighting against me, but through 
me you are fighting against these. Further, among the things 
whereof you accuse me, let us hear these things also : 


Likewise from the same, from the fourth roil. Hear then, 
you who are inquiring into the words: He that eateth my body. 
Recollect that he speaks of the body, and [that] I have not 
added the term © body ', in order that it may not be thought 
by them that I am interpreting it contrariwise: He that 
eateth my body and drinketh my blood abideth in me and I in 
him." And, after other things : But on the present subject 
he has said: He that eateth my body and drinketh my blood 
abideth in me and [ in him. Recollect that he says of the 
body something which he says : as the living Father hath 
Sent me.* The former then has said these things of the 
divinity, but I of the humanity ; let us therefore see who it 
is that interprets [them] contrariwise. As te living Father 
hath sent me, as they say, I then too am living, I the Word 
by reason of the Father. And now after this [it is written] : 
So he that eateth me, even he shall live.” Whom do we eat ? 
The divinity or the flesh ?* 

Therefore, although they are willing to say that I have not 
interpreted contrary to the divine / scriptures, they are to be 
reprimanded by all men. However, since I have asked, you 
have considered my request impious: [was it] then that I 
ought not to have said whatever divine scripture says, that 
*the flesh was eaten'? But divine Scripture has said simply 
flesh, whereas you have condemned me, since by *flesh' I 


1 Jn, vi. 56 (P.). 2? Jn, vi. 57- 

% Labbe (Mansi), iv. 1205 C: 6poiws rob avrov, rerpabiov &', dxovoare Toivuy, 
npogtyorres Tois pyrois, 6 Tperyav pov, pyo.i, Thy oapra. prnporevere br mepi Ths 
oapk6s tori 79 Aeybpevor, ral Gr: ob map tuo) mpoortbaru T0 Ths vaprds oun 
Gore ph Boxeiy Exelvors mapepprveve 6 Tperyoy pou Thy odpra, rat mivay pwou T0 
atua* wh elmer* 6 Tperywy pou Thv Bebryra rat mivev Tavrmv ; 6 Tparfuv pou THY 
oapra, wal mivay pov T0 ala, &r tut ptve, iyw tv avrp., at pueb" Frepa, GAN 
ent 70 npoxcpuevor* 6 Tpwrywy pov Thy oGpka, ral mivev you T0 ala, ty tuoi pere, 
nie tr abrg, prnporebere, G71 mepi Ths oaprds 70 Aeybperor, kalas GHETTEANE pe 
6 (av marhp* tpe Toy pawbperor, GAN twiore napeppmrery ixovowper tr Trav tf ns" 
xabos intorunre pe 6 (av narhp. treivos Aeyer Thy Oebryra, tyw Be Thy avOpo- 
noryra. Taper ris 6 napeppmvebey. rabis intoreanrt pe 6 (av narhp. Atye wat 6 
alperuebs, tvravba Thy Hebryra Meyu imtarant pe, poi, rv edv Abyov. rabos 
dntoranrt ue 6 (Ov marThp, rar” txeivous, xiryw (@ 6 Qeds AGyos ict TOY marthpa*t era 
T0 puerd Toiro* wat 6 rparywv je, rixeivos Choera, Tiva tobioper; Thy Oebryra, 1 
Thy dvOpwnoryra; Cp. Loots, Nestoriana, pp. 227-B. 
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conceive the flesh and not the divinity, as though I [were] 
one that makes distinctions, conceiving the one as flesh and 
the other as divinity. I distinguish not the union of the 
natures but the natures which are united in reference to the 
ousias, even as being without confusion of the one with 
the other. I have said the flesh and the divinity. Suppose 
that I was not speaking with precision ; I condemn my lack of 
instruction and my own impiety. Only wait for me, that you 
may 8ay this clearly : that the flesh and the divinity are one 
and the same in oz5:a as well as in prosdpon ; * and we denounce 
all those who think otherwise than this as impious. If you 
do not say this clearly, for what reason have you condemned 
me before God ? 

But some one will perhaps say : Wherefore art thou down- 
cast? They have confessed the death of God and have 
condemned thee also to death. Whatever else hast thou 
thought in opposition to those who stand up for these things, 
and do not permit men not to attach death unto God and in 
fact defy those who confess [it] not? I know then that they 
have been / doing this for a long while, but now I am 
addressing this my discourse to those who in truth seek to 
be instructed lest they be deceived by the name * Council” 
[and believe] that I have been condemned by the judgement 
of the Fathers and by the testimonies which they have cited. 
From, all this I shall prove that there was no judgement, 
because they made no examination, neither amongst them- 
selves nor with the others, nor have they been content even in 
Schtma to divest themselves * of the depth of their impiety.* 

*For the flesh of our Lord is one thing in ozv5:@ and the 
divinity is another,” says Gregory ; for the things whereof 
our Saviour [was formed] are one thing and another, the 
visible and the invisible are not the same and *he who 
© begins and gradually advances and is perfected is not God, 
* although by reason of the manifestation which [took place] 
f little by little he is $0 called '; * and *not artificially ® was he 


1 The Syriac text gives this sentence as interrogative. * See crit, n., p. 400. 
5 There is no new paragraph marked here in the Syriac text. 
* Cp. p. 200, ns. 1 and 2, 5 Cp. P. 192, N. 3. 


p —— 
r—_ 
Pet Ware >'> > 


ſ «hte 6 _ ey VI FO Os SORES th Y - 4 OT n ; £ FE. u2 A, preg or 0s FRA PEN 
WET," '. hee KID? ET re * _ a : "OS. os eo br 1 ei Sees RE > FOE "IX . IS. be SE CEE SE OSS MY os Were s ot he 5 36 TE Os es 
a ea I Re Bon ot ei ge 1: ht x hes OO os CER Sik ons pt OE BEG es» F J on 3 Bee Wy EN © 'S 
RM Ps Ns” og " ht #. <V,- TE » es; HE RP os oy » FAS» } K RPh o & 5 
Y : F . . 
” t C 


fo, To F | Fs 
2 [ f 5 o 
: is = O's 


1 Fc Way Py = FS TY ICY KETES ag Fay Oe 4 © 04 69-0 81a... at - > = l COONEY TOS Fes M7 WEE aft __ 
+ *$# - en ory Pa uns * Pg pea, FO. ; | 4 
14 W T bk *y $ 4 f t W | bd , \£ $a. ” 
tj 14 Es OM NE... owt 196 Yu. "I + n — _ nts ud » & b #4 af L a. 
» lil 13 ; it + gt , t t] ' 
9 _ | 


Ant. 4% - a þ ee + __— . "I : Egg - not, 


256 Tur Bazaar oF HERACLEIDES IT. i. [353- 


in the body”: and © human was the body which [was] born 
of Mary ', and the flesh [was] of the holy Mary. Athanasius 
said this: © he took from the virgin a body in the likeness of 
the latter.” * For he took not a body of an 4y/# precious and 
* heavenly and came among us, but of clay, to show the great- 
* ness of his craftsmanship, in order that he might re-shape the 
*very man who was formed of clay, as Theophilus has 
Said.! | 

But Ambrose speaks of the union of the divinity and of the 
flesh : © The Son of God speaks in both of them, since in him 
*were / the two natures. He is the Hiving bread which came 
* down from heaven;* this bread is the body, the body whereof 
*he himself has said: Z7his bread that I will give unto you is 
* 19 body. He [it was] that came down, He [it is] that the 
* Father has sanctified and has sent into the world. Does not 
* Scripture also teach you that the divinity has not need of 
* sanctification, but the flesh ? ' 3 
| Did I alone say this? Why have I need of other witnesses 
Þ for protesting that the flesh is not in the same [manner] God 
the Word ? or that it is [not] for it to become what God the 
| Word is, or that it is [not] God the Word's to become flesh, 
j although the other is predicated in the union? If you your- 
| selves are not persuaded and believe not all these things and 
. defy all men, what have you [to do] with me [and] with all of 
these? Let him who injures me injure me and him who 
11 | persecutes me persecute me and him who kills me kill me; 
| and we consider it a great favour to be deemed worthy to 
endure the scars of Christ on our body. If [it is] pleasing 
unto you to hear, hear also other things and judge if they are 
worthy of the judgement | which has been passed] and if these 
things are not [the work] of men who look askance at heaven 
| and contend against God. 


/ Likewise from the same, from the sixteenth roll. If thou 
examinest well all the New | Testament], thou canst not 
anywhere find that death is imputed unto God but either 
is unto Christ or unto the Son or unto the Lord. For the 
i name of Christ or of Son or of Lord, which is taken 
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for the only-begotten from the divine Scriptures, is indica- 
tive of two natures and indicates sometimes the divinity, 
but sometimes the humanity and sometimes both of them. 
When Paul, who was sent forth to preach," savs We were 
enemies, but God has been reconciled with us through the 
death of His Son,? he proclaims the humanity by the name 
of the Son. When the same [Apostle] says unto the 
Hebrews God hath spoken by his Son, by whom He made 
the worlds, he indicates the divinity ; for the flesch was not 
the creator of the worlds, the [flesh] which has been made 
aſter many worlds. And, after other things: Nor indeed 
was James the brother of the divinity, nor do we preach 
the death of God the Word—eating the Lord's body. 


Can it be believed that there is in these things |a ground 
of] accusation wherewith I should be accused and [for] 
which I should suffer what I have suffered > Because I have 
Said that not God the Word, whose nature is immortal, died 
but the flesh, for this reason have I been accused ? I suppose 
that not even the demons and they that [are] in enmity with 
God, have dared to say or have taught this with their voices. 
Or is it not because of / those who fear not God and respect 
not men that I have said *If thou examinest all the New 
*[Testament] together, thou wilt find no place where death is 
* imputed unto God the Word, but either unto Christ or unto 
*the Lord or unto the Son; for the name of Christ or of the 
*Lord or of the Son, which is taken for the only-begotten 
* from the Scriptures is indicative of two natures', Have 
I lied ? Thou hast the Divine Scriptures : read [them]. 


1 See pp. xiii-xiv. 2? Rom. v. 10. 3 Heb. i, 1-2. 

* Labbe (Mansi), iv. 1205 E: 6poiws Tod avron, rerpadtoy 15”, rai EAws, now, 
& nagav 6pod Thv xawiy peranaeves, ook av eipors olVBapws mapd Tavry Tov Oavarov 
T@ Oc@ npooanrbpueray, GAX' + Kpior@, $ vie, f rupip. T0 yap Xpiors, wat T0 viss, 
ai 76 ripios, emi Too poroyevols mapd Ths ypaphs AapBavuevor, Twy quboeouy tort 
T@v $vo onparrixbv, rat more puev Fm\oov TiIv Oebryra, more Be Thy dvOpwnoryro, 
nore 3 duporepa* olov, Frav Nanhos emorennur rnporru txOpot OyTes, raTyMAG- 
Yer T6 cg Bid rod favdrov Tod viod abrov, Thy dvOpwnoryra Bog Tov viow av 
Atyn new 6 avros mpds Efpalovs* 6 Oeds tAdAnoev huiv iv vip, Br of xat Tovs alaves 
tnoinmoe, Thy belryra Bn\ot rol viod. ont ryap h oapt Fymovpy0s TEv algvoy, 7 per” 
alavas Bywoupynbeioa noXnovs, wal ues frepa. ode bebryros dberpdy Tov TaxwBov 
taxev. 093 Toy Tod Qc0d AGyov rarayytAhoper Oavaror, T6 DeomoTiOor alpa Te Kot 
o@pa crovuern, Cp. Loofs, Nestoriana, pp. 269-71. For a similar. argument 
cp. Nest. ad Cyr, 11, in Labbe (Mansi), iv. 896 c, Þ; Loofs, Nestoriana, p. 177, 
Il 8f. 
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What urgent need is there that we should 8peak cursorily ? 
He has said : © God the Word has suffered '; or else: * Christ 
is not God and man of two natures and two natures.' Read. 
Either thou sayest [that] God the Word [is] in ovs:a in the 
two natures, of two natures and two natures, and, concerning 
the one ozsia of God the Word, | that] it has been divided into 
two o45sias, in such wise that, whatever is the nature of which 
we say that it has suffered, we attribute unto God the Word 
having suffered in nature in both of them; or both natures, 
distinct from one another, have been combined in tne one 
ousia of God the Word, so that, of whichever we say that it 
has suffered, we say that it is one ou5s72 and the same, which 
has been combined, that has suffered; or the oxs/a of the 
humanity has only been taken for use, that he might see 
and suffer, nor was it that they might make use one of the 
other at the same time, and to this reason the latter has 
contributed naught with the former to the dispensation on our 
behalf. And he made use thereof according to his own will 
/ as though | it were] without feeling and without reason and 
without soul, without gaining aught, as the Arians say. For 
he who receives these things is not constrained to refer them 
to the prosdpon of him who endured these things, because he 
made not use of it in order that it might aid him, but that 
he might be able to suffer and fulfil all human things naturally, 
without that wherein he suffered or whereby he suffered being 
reckoned with him who suffered. Say clearly whatever thou 
dost wish ; only [say it] clearly. Why censurest thou me as an 
impious person, because I have said * If thou examinest all 
* the New [Testament], thou wilt not find therein that death 
*is imputed unto God the Word, but unto* Christ or unto 
*the Son or unto the Lord. For the name of Christ or of 
*von or of Lord, which is taken for the only-begotten in the 
* Divine Scriptures is indicative of two natures and indicates 
* s0metimes the divinity and sometimes the humanity and 
*s0metimes both of them '? These things I have said, con- 
cerning them I am judged, and you are the judges of the 
things which are said. Speak thou ! 

For I ought to depose these things of thine also, as thou 
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too hast deposed against me, and to hide naught; nor in- 
deed $hall I show myself like you, who have judged my 
words without examination and without comparison. I have 
Said this: * In saying that God has not suffered and that 
* Christ has not suffered, thou then inferrest naught else 
* therefrom than that Christ is not God, while if thou sayest 
* that God the Word suffered, thou confessest that Christ is 
© God,” / So then you ought not to depose the whole section, 
but [only] as far as to bring forward those things which can 
make it known that I say these things; but the rest you 
ought to hide. How $0? *If thou readest all the New 
* [Testament], thou canst not find therein that death is 
* imputed unto God the Word, but either unto Christ or 
*unto the Lord or unto the Son.” For thus far he can extract 
them and make believe that I confess not Christ [as] God ; 
but the rest of the things which have been deposed by you 
clearly dispose of this supposition. For * Christ or Lord or 
* Son, which is taken for the only-begotten in the Divine 
© Scriptures, is yet indicative of two natures, sometimes indeed 
* indicating the divinity, but sometimes the humanity, and 
* Sometimes both of them'. For I have not denied that 
Christ is not God, but |I have said| that He is also God and 
God by nature ; since I have said that it indicates two natures, 
the divinity and the humanity. It is not therefore possible 
that I should be accused of not confessing Christ [as] God 
through what I have written. 

But perhaps [I am accused] because I have called Christ 
both man and two natures, of the divinity and of the humanity, 
one passible and the other impassible, and have not confessed 
that God the Word suffered in both the natures and in 04529, 
God the Word who became the 95:a of man, | with the result] 
either that he who died lived as if he existed in sc/A/ma, and 
we refer / unto God the Word and not unto the 05:2 of the 
man the sufferings, in whatsoever manner it be, and that the 


1 If this, the literal rendering of the Syriac, be retained, * not God* must be 
taken together as meaning * human '. But it is much more probable that the 
* not? of the Syriac represents the ov of the Greek jy ov after a negatived verb 
of denying and should therefore be omitted in English. See p. xiv. 
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humanity contributed naught to the dispensation, or that he 
is manifested and is able to suffer in the very human nature— 
ſor this reason it is not reckoned with the divinity—and we 
refer all these attributes of the divinity and of the humanity 
to the divinity, as those of the instrument * [are referred] to 
the craftsman, whereas he attributes not those of the divinity 
unto those of the humanity, in the same way as also those of 
the craftsman, without whose will nothing is done, are not 
attributed unto the instrument.* This man's meaning is not 
evident in the things whereof he accuses me. But the judges 
Sit deaf and $speechless, without having examined aught. 
Again constraint [is laid upon me] to make use of the same 
testimonies against them in establishing mine own | theories] 
and in reprimanding those who for this reason have fled from 
judgement, because they had no defence. But otherwise let 
him who has extracted my words say in passing that the 
name of Christ or of Son or of Lord is not indicative of 
two natures, of the divinity and of the humanity. I say 
naught else. 

Read, O man, what thou hast amongst thy testimonies and 
contend not with a shadow : © two natures indeed, God and 
* man, but not two sons; for one thing and another are those 
* things whereof our Saviour [is formed] ; yet [he is] not one 
* and another—far from it ! / —but one in the mixture: God 
*who was made man and man who was made God.” *He 
*who begins and gradually advances and is perfected is not 
* God, although by reason of his manifestation which | took 
* place] little by little he is so called.'? Have I written these 
things? Have I inserted aught in them all} Have you not 
written them ? Wherefore then are you accusing me, as though 
I have predicated two natures of our Saviour? [He is] one 
thing indeed in nature in the divinity, but another however in 
nature in the humanity ; the divinity [is] not two natures nor 
[is it formed] of one thing and another, neither are they by 
mixture in God the Word, but they are two in nature and in 
the union [there is] one prosdpor belonging to both of them. 
Yet again [it is] not as if the pros9por of the humanity, of God 


? See p. 200, ns. I and 2. 


| Syr. '6rgdnon, and see p. 239, N. I. 
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who was made man, were rejected in the Trinity. * He who 
* begins and gradually advances and is brought to fullness is 
* not God, although by reason of his manifestation which [took 
' place] little by little he is s0 called.'* Neither does he say 
that God the Word is both of them in ozs:/a, nor does he 
distinguish the humanity from the divinity in such wise that 


God the Word should suffer even the sufferings of the flesh 


and accept them in his nature in his pros0por ; for the flesh is 


outside, participating not in the | properties] of the divinity 
in its own pros9pon ; but by a compensation consisting in * the 
taking and the giving of their pros0pa he s8peaks of the 
union of the divinity and of the humanity. Of God on 
the one hand he says that he was made man out of humanity 
by union ; / on the other hand he says of the humanity that 
it was made God from the union with the divinity, whereas it 
was not that it issved forth from the divinity ; for * he who 
* begins and gradually advances and is brought to fullness is 
"not God, although by reason of the revelation which | took 
* place] little by little he is s0 called *.! 

Ambrose too says the same of the union of the divinity and 
of the flesh : © the Son of God speaks in both of them, because 
there were in him both the natures.'* Athanasius too says 
this, that our Lord, and not the divinity, came forth from 
Mary, and predicates also the two natures, calling indeed that 
of the divinity one thing and the flesh another, and predicating 
a union thereof. Therein there are both the natures, not in 
God the Word but in the Son; not indeed that the Son is one 
and God the Word another, but the one indeed indicates the 
union and the other the ous:ia. For the pros9pon is one thing 
and the ovs:a another, even as [it is] in respect to the Father 
and the Son, [who are] one thing and another indeed in the 
fprosopon but not one thing and another in the divinity. 
Further, in respect to the union of the divinity and of the 
flesh, in the prosgpor of the divinity of God the Word [he is] 
not one thing and another but the same; yet in the natures 
of the divinity and of the humanity [he is] one thing and 


1 See P. 200, n, I. ? Literally : * of”. 3 Cp. Þ. 252, n. 1. 
* See P. 199, n. 2(2). 
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another. And for this reason Divine Scripture speaks 
lucidly of the pros9por: of the divinity and indicates them both 
in the pros0por of the union. But of the o5!a of the divinity 
and in the ovsia of God / the Word there are not both of 
them; for the things which are said of the ovs:@a are con- 
ceived in one something in so far as they are predicated only 
of the 01519. 

For this reason Ambrose a!so speaks of the union of the 
divinity and spoke not of the union of the Son, although not 
another but out of the same. But the one indeed is indicative 
of the prosipon, while the other is indicative of the nature; 
and for this reason, in that there has been a union of the 
oustas, he speaks of the union of the divinity and of the flesh, 
and, because the union of the natures resulted in one pros/pon, 
he added that the Son of God speaks in both of them, since in 
him are both the natures, [and] not God the Word. For God 
the Word is one and not two. That therefore which is known 
by the oz5ia is one thing and that which [is known] by the 
pros0pon is another, and that which [is known] by the natures 
is another, and that which indicates the union is another. For 
this reason I have said that * Divine Scripture nowhere at all 
* imputes death unto God, but either unto the Son or unto 
*Christ or unto the Lord", in order that none may suppose 
that the union took place in the 05:@ and not in the prospon. 
And the pros9pon is not distinct,* so that one nature, [that] of 
the humanity, would be superfluous, since the Incarnation * 
is conceived |to consist] in the mutual use of taking and 
giving,” but Divine Scripture sometimes after the prospon of 
the divinity and sometimes after the pros/pon of the humanity, 
/ names him Son and Christ and Lord. Gregory has said 
this, Ambrose has said this, Athanasius [has said] this: © The 
* Lord who [was born] of Mary is indeed the Son, by os1@ in 
' the nature of the Father, but by flesh of the seed of the 
* house of David ; for [he is of] the flesh of the Virgin Mary. * 


| 1. e. presumably separable from the nature in such a way that the human 
npbownoy might have been assumed by the Logos without the human nature. 
Cp. pp. 170, 218-19. 


* Sc. tvav8pamyois, 3 Cp. p. 252, n. I, 


* Labbe (Mansi), iv. 11&5 D: n@s & xat dupiBdnxauy tr6Apyoav of Acyopevor 


1%” 01% OIL = 2 ee IT Ir 


oy RS * 7 FW 4p PAIGE ne 09 A ITY> Wares. 


—364] Westorius claims to be orthodox 263 


Have I said anything new? [Have I said] not the 8ame 
things in the same words, and in the same sense ? For what 
have you condemned me? Is it possible to imagine for what 
reason you have done these things by yourselves and have not 
waited to make your examination with all the bishops ? But 
also it is not [possible] to flee from their accusation which 
they have brought against me; that which they have finally 
written without protest ought [here] to be written. 


Likewtse from the same, from the twenty-fourth roll. 
Now I observe in [the case of] our own people that they 
have acquired a great reverence and fervour of piety but 
have lapsed from the rest of the faith of the knowledge of 
God. Yet this is not [to be attributed] to the impiety of 
the people, but, that I may speak justly, [it is] because the 
very teachers have not had time at all to set before them 
the teaching of the exact faith... ." This man has openly 
Said therein that none of the teachers before him has spoken 
before the people / aught that he has spoken.* 


But hear also concerning this—for this discourse is not very 
difficult and arduous—and ask these very persons ; for they 
will tell the truth, though unwilling. In what treatise are 
these things said by me? [Is it] not in the deposit which 
was laid down by the holy Fathers who were assembled in 
Nicaea?* And what was my aim? [Was it] for the repri- 
manding of those who have taught wrongly or [of those] who 
have taught correctly and holily and with piety? And I have 
proved to the people that my own teaching and the teaching 


xXproriavoli, et 6 tx Maplias mpoerbav xrvpos, vios utv Th ovoig rat pron To) Beov EOT1! 
T0 8 «ard odpra tx onepparts tori TOY Aaveid, capkos Bet Ths dyias Mapias ; 

| Nau, following the Greek, inserts: Pierre, pretre d' Alexandrie et prenner des 
notaires, dit. 

2 Labbe (Mansi), iv. 1208 B : 6yoiws rod avrod, rerpabiov xy', mpogexw, pno i, 
Tots huertpors Fhuors, ebndBerav pev TOANTY KEKTHPEYOLS, Kal BepuoraTrhYY evoeBeray, 
imo 8 Ths nept 70 86-yua Beoryvooias dyvoig Acobaivouct, TouTo Be our EyicAnpa T@v 
Aa@y* GAG, nas iv ebnperirs efmoupu ; 70 uh Exe Tous Bibagkdkovs raipoy ral T4 TWY 
dxpiBeoTtpwy vuiv mapabeobai Boyparauv. ; 

Iltrpos npeoBurepos 'AxefavFpeias, ral mpyppurizpios voraploy emer Boy pavepws & 
TovTos nov, 671 Tav mpo avro E19aokdnuv ov3ets TavTa EXGANOE TOS Aaois, & avros 
exdayoe, Cp. Loofs, Nestoriana, p. 283. For Cyril's comments on this passage 
made at an earlier date see Labbe (Mansi), iv. 1005 B, Cc. 

3 Cp. Loofs, Nestoriana, pp. 284, 285. 


"S 


-_ - 
ey 


— 


w. ILL " 


_ 
_ 


as 


_ PE 


Z 
W. 


eh 


—— 
= a 


- © — £644 0 ft SE io 


264 Trr Bazaar of HERACLEIDES IT. i. [364 


of these men [are] in agreement. Because they have not 
known the teaching of the Fathers they have been fighting 
with me, as though I were teaching outside the deposit of the 
Fathers. And I reprimanded them after the deposit of the 
Fathers, for not making known that whatsoever they were 
condemning is constantly in their mouths; and, lest I should 
reprimand them with excessive censure and vex them, I with- 
held myself from the accusation and I said concerning a 
person | against whom there was no accusation : © the teachers 
* of the faith have no time to set before you the exactitude of 
*th- faith.'* I said [it | simply without definition. How there- 
fore have I accused all the Fathers before me as not having 
taught any of these things which I have taught the people, 
when my own aim and my work was this, namely, the teaching 
of them and the proving, after the deposit, that they taught 
these things and that I have said naught else apart from the 
deposit of the Fathers > But, from the ignorance and lack of 
instruction of the accusers they have supposed / concerning 
me: * He is teaching us outside the teaching of these Fathers 
who have taught all of us.” 

I have not then said that the teachers of sundry times have 
taught otherwise. How therefore should I have said that 
[they so taught], if [they taught] rightly? But I have said 
that they did not intelligibly and distinctly deliver to the 
people the deposit of the Fathers in order that they might 
hear and admire these things. For it [is] one thing for us to 
Say that they have taught contrariwise, and another thing for 
us to say that they have delivered the very words without 
explanation, and another thing - that, since they had not 
leisure, they could not teach according to what their intention 
was, and another thing that they were ignorant, or that I have 
been accusing them as heretics. For if I had finally accused 
the teachers before me thoroughly, I should also have accused 
the three hundred and eighteen on whose deposit | together] 
with the Fathers before me I was taking my stand. For none 
will say that I have said and taught these things apart from 
the teachers who [were] before me. I have said naught, 


i Syr. parsophd. ? See Fragm. 262, p. 289. 
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neither in word nor in thought nor |so as] to teach against 
those teachers who | were] before me. And yet if they have 
not read [it], you have written [it]. But you have nothing 
against me, because I have not said aught of those things 
whereof you have accused me. To this only, the chief 
point, have you clung ; for this have I reprimanded you all. 
And you ought not also to believe these other things, since 
they have thus irreverently accused me, as persons who fear 
not God / and respect not men. But you have been 
abundantly convinced by him who was sitting with you in 
your assembly, as though indeed you could not otherwise 
escape than by quarrelling and by calumniating. 


Those things which were done after the selection of these 
Chapters. 

Yet after they have examined | my words] with all exactitude, 
as though Christ were seeing |them |, they have condemned 
me without having found difficulty over anything or having 
quarrelled and without having established anything by ques- 
tion or by answer ; but they were hastening in order that 
those who were about to come might not overtake them, that 
is, the Council of the East, which was near, and those from 
Rome. Neither have they examined nor even have they 
read ; and, as I indeed suppose, even the things too which 
they have written they have written afterwards ; the days and 
the time itself sufficed not- for the writing and the signing. 
For it was apparent that they were signing against me gladly 
and freely, even without a cause ; for not one indeed of them 
has written the cause on account of which they have deprived 
me, except only this man [who is] wise and intelligent above 
all men and able to say something intelligible, that is Acacius of 
Melitene : © Because he has not confessed that God the Word 
*died, he was worthy to be deprived, since he has made 
* Divine Scripture to lie and further because he has calum- 
"niated Cyril with having said that God the Word died, / when 
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* he has not [s0] said ; and he has also made the Scripture to 
* lie, teaching that the birth and the suffering concerned not 
* the divinity but the humanity, and he has calumniated also 
* the very writings of the holy and godly bishop, Cyril, as 
"though they call God the Word passible, a thing which 
*neither he nor any other of those who think, piously have 
* dared to 8ay. . . .'! 

Now on one of these [points] and not upon two of them it 
was right that I should be accused ; but they were accepting 
against me contrary [charges] and in the greatness of their 
preoccupation they were not willing to break off that with 
which they were engaged, but they were zealous to withdraw 
themselves and to dissent, that they might not come under 
the judgement of the judg2s. But they disclaimed [us] as 
enemies in such wise as to prove their preoccupation and their 
anxiety and to be thought fearful by the bishops who were 
present and who were absent ; and they did all things such as 
take place in wars. And the [followers] of the Egyptian * 
and those of Memnon, by whom they were aided were going 
round the city, girded and armed with rods, stiff-necked men, 
who rushed upon them with the clamour of barbarians and 
forcibly emitted from ® their nostrils a spirit of anger with 
fearful cries at no great distance, breathing [anger] without 
self-control, with all pride, against those whom they knew to 
be not in agreement with the things which were done by 
them. / They were taking bells round the city and were 
kindling fire in many places and handing round documents 
of various kinds; and all those things which were taking 
place were | matters] of astonishment and of fear, so that they 
blocked all the ways and made every one flee and not be seen, 

1 Labbe (Mansi), iv. 1172 C: «at eopbpoy tmoromav 4 wvas fperuv, pory T5 capht 
Ta Ths owrypubovs mepriper oixovoulas, yikov Tov vaoy TOY Qeov yerrnoiv Te ral 
TeAevriy imopeiver elmnev. wat xarTepevoaro putv Ths ypaphs, ws kai avrns ThY 
yervyoiv Te ral 70 mabos ov Ths Gebryros, GAAG Ths dvOpwniryTos Gidaokovons. 
KaTeTvroparTrhoe Bt xalt TAv Tod dywwreTov rat PeopracoTaTOLY EmOroTouv KupiAAov 
ypapudaroy, ws nabyroy heyorrov TO Oclv, Gmep ore atrbs, ore GAXos Tis TWV 
eboefB@s pporovyrov # teronoe eimeiv, h treaunoe. Bid mavrwy Fe Ebeifev EauTov, 
ov6pari pore Thv evermra To) cod npds Thy odpra 6poroyonvra, T@ 3 npayuart 


Tavryy navrTy dpvobuevor. .. 


* Viz. Cyril, archbishop of Alexandria. 3 Literally : *in”, 
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and were behaving arbitrarily, giving way to drunkenness and 
to intoxication and to a disgraceful outcry. And there was 
none hindering, nor even bringing succour, and thus [men] 
were amazed. But all of it was being done against us, and 
for this reason we made use of the succour of the Emperor 
and of the authority of the Strategi, who were angered 
at the things which were done, though they let them be. 

But there came the bishop of Antioch with many other 
bishops, whom they were seeking to win over to agree with 
them in what was unjustly and boldly done ; and they named 
themselves an Oecumenical Council. And after they * knew 
the things which were being boldly done and their disgraceful 
audacity and their sudden war and the vehemence of the mad- 
ness wherewith they were intentionally doing all things, they 
degraded from * their episcopal rank the organizers of this 
disorder, who had raised up all this evil ; yea, I mean Cyril 
and Memnon. But for the rest / of their organizers, they 
laid them under anathema, because they had discharged 
naught of the work of the episcopate, as persons who have 
made use not of the object and traditions,* but [only |] of the 
authority of the episcopate. And, in order that they might 
not deny or dissemble what was done against them, they wrote 
their deprivation in all parts of the city, that there might be 
for all of them witnesses that they had deprived them and for 
what reasons they had deprived them. They made these 
things known unto the Emperor through the letters of the 
Council, and their boldness in all of them and the war which 
had taken place after the fashion of barbarians.* And for this 
reason also they allowed them not to pray in the apostolic 
church of Saint John, but [brought it about] that persons 
stoned them, and they hardly escaped and were rescued, and 
they said also the cause wherefore they made bold to do this : 
that whatever had caused this disturbance and division in the 
churches might not be examined by the Council; I mean 


| Viz, the new-comers. 2 Literally: * removed from *”. 


3 Syr. nishd4 and ginond. : 
* Cp. the account given by Nestorius and his adherents in Labbe (Mans)), 
iv, 1232 E-1236 A. 
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indeed the twelve Articles which were written irreverently 
and shamefully against God the Word," immortal and incor- 
ruptible ; and that great forethought ought to be shown that 
guch blasphemies as these, which not even the party of Arius 
have dared to speak openly against God the Word, should not 
be left without examination. 

But Cyril also and his fellow-conspirators wrote to the 
Emperor, blaming John for many things, as though / he had 
boldly deprived Cyril by reason of the love which had been 
vowed by him toward me. And they were in need of their 
confirmation of my deposition and the setting aside of that 
of Cyril and of Memnon; for they dared not write the | acts] 
of John and of the Council that |[sat] with him and their 
words : * That, as it has been ordained by the letters of your 
* Piety, they have been assembled in common with us and we 
* have been examining the things required dispassionately and 
* accurately in order to confirm the faith of the religion of the 
* Fathers '—which has been commanded by the Emperor and 
required also by the Easterns, who also were constantly 
expecting these things. Those who had confidence in the 
Divine Scriptures and in the teaching of the Fathers dared 
not say, though [it were] in sc/A&ma : © Let there be a judge- 
ment !' — not even in order that they might escape a 
$lariderous accusation. They indeed dared not hold an 
inquiry and a judgement concerning the things which were 
required to be [judged], because they had not confidence in 
the things which they wrote. So [that you may perceive] 
that I say them truly, read the report *? of the latter and of the 
former, in order that you may know that the latter were 
always demanding that there should be a judgement, while the 
former were shunning [| it]. 


1 These are the twelve anathematisms appended by Cyril to his third letter to 
Nestorius, printed in Labbe (Mansi), iv. 108: 59g. Together with Cyril's letter 
they were read at the Council, and inserted in the Acts, but whether they were 
formally approved is doubtful, though the Easterns and the Chalcedonian 
Council assumed that they were. See Labbe (Mansi), vi. 937, 972. 

The anathematisms, with Nestorius' counter-anathemas, the comments of 
Theodoret and the Easterns, and Cyril's replies, are printed in Bindley, 
Oecumenical Documents of the Faith (2nd ed.), pp. 144 59g. 

* Syr. 'andaphord. 
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/ The letter which was Sent to the E mperor by Folhn, 
bishop of Antioch, and by the other bishops who were 
assembled with him. 

Being commanded by your letters, we have reached 
Ephesus, the metropolis, and have found all [kinds of] 
turbulent fellows and the business * of the churches 
hampered with civil wars. For Cyril of Alexandria and 
Memnon of Ephesus have gathered themselves together and 
have assembled a vast assembly of country-folk and have 
not allowed the feast of Holy Pentecost nor the n—_—_ of 
morning and of evening to take place; and withal they 
have also closed the churches and the mariyria; but they 
have assembled with themselves and with those whom 
they have deceived and have committed ten thousand 
iniquities and have trodden [under foot] the canons of the 
holy Fathers together with your commands: and that 
when the most illustrious count Candidianus, who was sent 
by your most Christian authority, testified unto them in 
writing and without writing that they should await the 
coming of all the holy bishops, and that then there should 
be [done] whatsoever seemed [good] unto the whole 
assembly, according to the letters of your Piety. Cyril 
also the Alexandrian sent [word] unto me by letters two 
days before that we should hold an assembly, as all the 
Council were awaiting my coming. For this reason we 
have caused the deposition of those two who have been 
mentioned above, of Cyril and of Memnon, and interdicted 
them / from every $piritual ministration. But the rest of 
them, who have participated with them in iniquity, we have 
inhibited until they anathematize the Articles which have 
been sent by Cyril which are full of wicked purpose and are 
in accord with the teaching of Apollinarius and of Arius and 
of Eunomius, and [until] according to the letters of your 
Piety they have assembled themselves together unanimously 
with us in tranquillity and have scrutinized accurately with 
us aught that is required and have confirmed the true faith 
of the Fathers. But as for my own insignificance,* your 
Majesty knows that, in view of the length of the way and 
withal that we are journeying on land, we have advanced 
quickly and rapidly; for we have travelled forty Stages * 
without even one rest being taken by us during our journey ; 
and [| this], it is within the authority of your most Christian 


1 Literally: with which the operations of the churches are full ?. 
? Seep. xiii, 3 See Pp. xiv, 
* Syr. masy6nin = Lat. mansiones, one mansio being equivalent to ten 
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Majesty to learn from the inhabitants of all the cities 
through which we have passed. Withal however, both 
owing to the famine which has occurred in Antioch and 
owing to the daily brawls of the [diverse] parties and owing 
to the great and continuous rains which have taken place 
out of season * and owing to the danger which came about 
through a flood * which approached the city, we were 
detained also not a few days in the city itself.* 


But after the Emperor had seen these things, he was 
angered at what was being done against me without examina- 
tion and without judgement, and he swore that there should be 
naught else except whatever had been before laid down to 
take place, that is, a judgement and an examination of the 
things which were required, so that for this purpose indeed 
the Oecumenical Council / was assembled, that it might at the 


1 See p. xiv. 2 See P. XV. 

3 Nau, wo cyclone; the Syr. tauphand (= Gk. rvpay) is however rendered 
inundatio, diluvium by Payne-Smith (Thes. Syr. col. 1446b). 

* Labbe (Mansi), iv. 1272 : Trois evoeBeow buav rexevoberres ypAppact, raTeAh- 
Boper Thy "Epediov pmrpemony, rat eipopey naonms ovyxvoews rat Eupuriov mOAEpov 
yeporra T6 txramoiaoriOG mpeypatra, Kvpiahov To! *AXefavIpeias rai Mepvovos 
ovuppatapetror, rat mhfbos dypoururtiy ovvadporoavrov, wat pore Ths Eyias mevry- 
KooThs Thy maviryupw EmTEREoa Ovyxapnoavtov, uhre TAs Eomepwas, t TAs Ewbivas 
A errovpylas* npls Be Tobros rat Tas dryias Exranmoias, nai Th Gyn paprupea GTOKAEt 
oayrov. Kal tavrovs Be obv Tois dnarybeiow im array ovveF3pevoarrov, Kal poprn 
napayopa tpyacaperor, rat Tovs Te T@Ev dryiov marepewv ravovas, TE Te Lpterepa 
mnarnoavroy beoniouara, kat Tayra rod peyarompemeorarov kKduyros Kaviitavor, rov 
mapdl Ths buertpas piroxpiorov ropvphs GmrooTanrevros, mapeyyuhoavros avrors Kal 
tyypapos, ral iypapeus, dvapeivar Tobs mavraxbbev dqurvouperous AyiauraTOUs EM- 
oxomovs, ral Tore rowy T6 ovwtdpov morhom Kari T6 ypappara Ths buerepas 
evoeBeias* wat atrov Be Kvpinnov Tod *AkefavBptws, emoTeihavros pro: TE ThS 
Avriwxtov, mp0 dyo hpepav Tor yevouerov in" avrav ovvedpiov, &s 11 ovvobos macn 
dvapeve pou Thy napovoiev. $19 dpportpovs Tovs mpoetpnpevors kabei\oper, Kvprhnov 
Kat Metuvova, nal neons ExrhmoiaoTUnOoS NeToupyins GAXOT piovs Memorhrapev, Tobs Be 
Aormovs, Tobs Tabrys Ths napavopias avrois KOWwavhoavras, AKowavhrous TEFMTKApEY, 
tos Gy Ta repdAoa TE mapt Kvpiharov Exrmeppbtrra, Ths *AmoAwapiov, ra? Eovopio, 
«ai 'Apeliov xaxodofias yeuorra, txB&Xwo: ral dvabejuraiouct, kat kara T0 Ths Vuerepas 
evoeBeias yopaupa, rowy ov huiv ovveBperoavres, hovxws rat dxpiBars Th Te (yrhpara 
ow bay ibwor, rat 76 eoeBets TEv martpwy BeBaubows: Berypa, mepi Be Ths tyhs 
Bpaduryros torry bpay þ ebotPen, bs mpds 76 xepoaiov idorTnpa Ths 6300, $14 hs 
yap hpav 4 6B yeyeryra, op63pa tmeraxivapev, Teooaparovra yap pords wher- 
oapey, pybeuias dvaroyts rare Thy mopelay Gnokatoavres, ws tfeorw buav TH 
raoxpiory Baoikeig mapa Toy TAs kart Thy 6BOy mores olrovrrov pabeiv* mp0s be 
TovTors wat 0 Aiyos rata Thy *Avrwxeiay yevopevos, wat al rad" Exdaorhy hptpar 
Tapaxat Tov Whuov, wat t mapa (v. 1. nepi) 7Ov xarpov opodporatTh yevouern tmnouBpia, 
# «at xivI3uvoy ts T@v xepappoy tmiryarye Tn moe, ook XNiyas hutpas hptis els THY 
npoapnueryy eneoxe nov. 
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same time be convinced concerning the examination which 
Should duly take place. But when the followers of Cyril saw 
the vehemence of the Emperor who was eager for this, thence- 
forth they roused up a disturbance and discord among the 
people with an outcry, as though the Emperor were opposed 
to God ; they rose up against the nobles and the chiefs who 
acquiesced not in what had been done by them and were 
running hither and thither. And of such effrontery and 
boldness [were they that] they took also with them those 
who had been separated and removed from the monasteries 
by reason of their lives and their strange manners and had 
for this reason been expelled, and all who were of heretical 
sects and were possessed with fanaticism and with hatred 
against me. And one passion was in them all, Jews and 
pagans and all the sects, and they were busying themselves 
that they should accept without examination the things which 
were done without examination against me; and at the same 
time all of them, even those who had participated with me at 
table and in prayer and in thought, were agreed, [and] bound 
themselves together indistinguishably in affection and in visits 
to one another and by entertainment in | their] houses, and by 
covenant and by the confirmation of the things [done] against 
me, and were vowing vows one with another against me. Those 
too were willing who would surely not formerly have been 
supposed to be giving a welcome to heretics, although they 
were supposed / to be orthodox ; in naught were they divided. 

There is indeed much to say on the subject of the dreams 
which they recounted, which they say that they saw concerning 
me, while others [saw] other things. And they amazed the 
hearers by the saints to be sure whom they saw and by the 
revelations which were recounted by them and by a prophecy 
which was fabricated." For there was none of them who was 
unaffected nor [any] that was distinct from their communion ; 
I speak not only of Christians but also [of ] pagans. For they 
were persuading all men of all the things which they were 
Seeing, likening themselves to angels of light ; and in all these 


1 A monophysite account of such phenomena as these, written in Syriac 
between 512 and 518 A.Þ., has been edited by Nau with a French translation ; 
zee Jean Rufus, Eveque de Maiouma, Plerophories (Patrologia Orientalis VI1L. i, 
Paris, 1912), 
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things they had first calmed! and [afterwards] roused up the 
mind of the Emperor, that the inquiry which had been required 
and for which the Oecumenical Council was assembled might not 
take place. But when he was against their disgraceful [and] 
irreverent request in requiring that the judgement should not 
take place, they gave abundance of money to those who were 
nigh unto him. I have naught to say; for the Emperor allowed 
everything to take place in practice contrary to that to which 
he had clung in sA&ma; for they were not frightened by him 
nor [feared] to cause sedition and to run about unto all men. 
But there was added thereunto also the plotting of evils : for 
they held assemblies of priests and troops of monks and they 
took counsel / against me, helping them in this purpose. And 
they had as helpers in these things all the ministers * of the 
Emperor who used to probe into his very purpose, and they 
gave confidence to the former. As indeed the 5cA&ma of the 
monks was very dear unto him, so all of them were unanimous 
in the one purpose of persuading him that there snQuld be no 
judgement, while the things which had been done without 
examination against me should stand. And all the monks 
participated in the one purpose because of me, [even] those 
who in the rest of the other things were without love among 
themselves, [some] being envious and [others] envied, especially 
for the sake of the praise of men. And they took for them- 
[selves] as organizer and chief, in order to overwhelm the 
Emperor with amazement, Dalmatius the archimandrite, who 
for many years had not gone forth from his monastery ; and 
a multitude of monks surrounded him in the midst of the city, 
chanting the offices,* in order that all the city might be 
assembled with them and proceed before the Emperor to 
be able to hinder his purpose. For they had prepared all 
these things in advance in order that there might not be any 


1 Apparently the *aph'el of the Syr. bhel, © was quiet”, though it might be that 
of the Aram, bathzl, * disturbed ?, 

* Literally : * trusted ones?, © intimates*. Nau renders ennugues (See Payne- 
Smith, 7hes. Syr. i. 233-4. 

5 Literally : * ministering ', of which the precise connotation is shown by the 
Greek original, p@AXovres dvripava. Cp. Labbe (Mansi), iv. 1428 c. For the 
part played by Dalmatius, see Labbe (Mansi), iv, 1257-60, 1397-8, 1427-30, 
and Lupus, Var, Paty. Epist., p. 419. 
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hindrance and they went in with [the chanting of] the office ! 
even to the Emperor. 

But when the Emperor saw Dalmatius, he shook his head 
and put up his hand as one who is in astonishment at the 
sight of a person ;* and he said : © What is the cause which 
* has constrained thee to break thine own pact? For we were 
*coming unto thee, but now why hast thou come unto us? 
* And especially in the midst of the city! Thou, one that not 
even / in thy monastery hast been seen outside thy cell nor 
* usest to let thyself be seen of all men, hast now made thyself 
*as it were a spectacle both unto men and unto women. For 
* why should there not have been many constraining causes 
* which would have needed thy coming forth ? [For example], 
* mine own sickness even unto death and [that] of my relatives, 
* the disturbances and the tumults which have been in the city 
*'and which had need of the intervention and the prayer of 
* Some one that they might not extend unto blood and unto 
*death ; wars and destriction and ruin and famines and earth- 
* quakes, which could have been stayed by prayer unto God 
*alone—and has not one of these persuaded thee to come 
* forth from thy monastery ? ' 

Dalmatius says : © Yea, Emperor, it was by no constraint 
*Such as this among these things that there was need of my 
* coming forth. For this reason indeed God has not made me 
* to know [aught of these difficulties], for he has settled them 
* otherwise. But now God has commanded me, |even| me, to 
*counsel thy Majesty, and I have been commanded to bear 
* thee witness that thou transgressest against thyself in trans- 
© gressing against the Council and perverting its judgement. 
* Thou hast assembled the Council for judgement and it has 
judged ; it knows how it has judged; it is responsible unto 
* God. 

The Emperor said unto him: *©I too find no impiety in this 
*man nor any cause worthy of [his] deprivation. TI testify 
*unto thee and unto all men: I am innocent ; for through no 
* human / inclination have I loved this man and done the 
' things which have taken place, so that he has been judged 

| Literally : *with the service? or © ministering *. % Syr, pars6phd. 

2776 y 
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* and condemned, as those who rise up against God and usurp 
for themselves the [prerogatives] of the priests. Neither 
*now nor formerly was I zealous for this ordination in |uch 
* wise that I should be thought to be surely avenging myself 
*and secking retaliation on account of his election ; but in 
© participation with you all I caused this man to come by force, 
* though his fathers' house and his race were loved by him. 
*You have been the cause of these things, and not I. When, 
©O Dalmatius, I was entreating thee to be [my helper] in this 
* affair and was requesting thee with many [entreaties] not to 
* decline the service of God, thou yet didst decline and didst 
* beseech me on the contrary, [saying]: © Constrain me not 
** hecause I am a recluse.” * And I also requested another of 
*the monks, one who was supposed to be some one and illustrious 
* for piety, and he too declined as one that knew rot [how] to 
*carry out this service, because he was a recluse.* For all of 
*you $said that Constantinople was in need of a bishop, one who 
* [would be] loved by all men for his words and for his manner 
* of life and who would be a teacher of the churches and the 
*mouth of all men in everything. But when I declined for 
* these reasons, [was it] that I did aught by my authority ? 
*Did I not again request of you to choose one who is such as 
*this man? / Did I not even likewise beseech the clergy * of 
* Constantinople to choose whosoever was suitable ? Did I not 
*Say the same things unto the bishops, © It is yours to choose 
**and to make a bishop”. And you too in like manner I 
© besought ; did I not leave [it] in your hands all this time, 
* having waited patiently that you should choose peaceably, 
*lest by haste there should be a mistake in him who was 
*chosen? However, you chose, and did I not accept your 
*choice? Requirest thou | that] I should say aught concerning 
*[the rest of | you? Have I spoken of their zeal and their 
* running about and their gifts and their promise and their oaths 
*and everything [of] those who were seeking to become 
* [bishops] as by purchase? Among the latter whom would 
*you have sought to be [bishop]? But I pass over these 
* things ; which choice would you have sought to be [ratified]? 
1 Syr. hedhyota = Gk. idugrns, 2 Syr. qgliros = Gk., «A7pos. 
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*Thine own or that of the former or of another? For some 
* would have chosen | one and others] another, not as by choice 
* as making their choice [fall on] the more excellent ones but 
* on those who were evil; and each was glorifying him who 
*had been chosen by himself and was speaking evil of the one 
*who was chosen by the others and accusing him with evil 
* accusations, But you have not agreed upon one and were 
* not agreeing upon him upon whora the people agreed. I have 
"read before you the utterances of the people concerning each 
* one of those who have been chosen. What then ought I to 
© have done and have not done? You / monks agreed not with 
* the clergy, nor had the clergy one purpose, and the bishops were 
* divided and the people were likewise divided, and one was striv- 
*ing for[ one and another for ]another. Nor even so gavel myself 
' authority, but I left the choice with you. But after all of you 
*were found at a loss, all of you came and gave me [authority] 
*to choose whomsoever I wanted. But thereupon, after ! was 
* hardly convinced, though all of you besought | me], I bethought 
*me that none ought to be made |bishop] from here, lest there 
* Should be enmity against him and he should be hated ; for 
*you were all hating one another and were hated of one an- 
* other, secing that you were all zealous about this affair. But 
*T had wanted a stranger who was not known by those here 
'and knew them not, one who was famous for his preaching 
*and for his manner of life. For people had informed me that 
there was [one] such as this in Antioch, [speaking] of 
* Nestorius. This man I sent [and] fetched, though I grieved 
'all that city ; notwithstanding everything had been like this, 
© T yet caused him to come for the sake of your own advantage 
* which was more precious unto me than theirs. But when it 
* happened, it was not supposed by you to be such. What then 
*is it right to do unto the man? You have not examined him 
* that he may make a defence of that wherewith he is reproached, 
*nor has your bishop been judged by one consent, but the 
* bishop of Alexandria / and [the bishop] of Rome have judged ' 
* that he was one that believes not correctly and ought to be 
* convinced of their decision. But he requested and awaited the 
[judgement as if an injustice were done unto him and blamed 


1 See crit, n., P. 400. 


A————— 


pF ? 
- 4 4 - 4 « Þ 
- 3 H - I i 
ba i "4 g | 
- Woof 
F'Y w4 
h * h 
: 
1 p 4 
l { 
j * 
F Mi 
, , 
” | 
{i 
| ; 
\ 
f bk 1 
od 
4 
* 
4 
4 , 
- 3 
3 
«1 
p . 


276 Tut BazaaR or HERACLE1IDEs IT. i [380- 


*them for not having accused him correctly, because he was 
*a bishop and ought to be 8ummoned to the judgement of the 
* bishops and not to my judgement. Nor was it [the case] that 
*any one whatsoever was a judge nor ought the bishop of 
* Constantinople to have been heard before [any] one man. 
*Did I judge as [was] pleasing unto me? I authorized 
*the Council, Who is it that requested a judgement and 
*Submitted not thereto? Who is just? He that submits unto 
judgement and requests [it]? Or he that flees from the 
* judgement ? Could he liken himself unto the former, to do 
* unto them whatsoever he himself suffered, and assemble the 
* bischops who were under him and those of the East who were 
* convinced by him, even $0 as to judge him guilty and accuse 
*him himself? But he has indeed done this, But he has 
*Submitted unto the judgement, especially [with a view] to 
* putting an end to these divisions. For there is no law that 
*the bishop of Alexandria or of any city whatsoever should not 
*be judged when he is to be judged. But also, when the 
* Council assembled and sat, they required him [to present 
* himself ] once or twice, and he refused even to answer them. 
*For what reason? Speak, dissemble not. For the things 
* which took place are not forgotten by me ; thus have they 
* been irreverently done / so that the plotting which they 
*plotted could not be hidden. For he has not declined the 
* judgement but the preparation of the Council which has been 
* [but] incompletely assembled to judge [him], a thing which 
* pleased not us ourselves. Neither is that wherein an enemy 
*Sits among the judges a Council, nor have we ourselves com- 
*manded that aught should take place before all the Council 
*should be assembled ; for an assembly of all of them, and not 
* of some, we call a Council. Because we saw aforetime the 
* plotting and the trickery which took place, we ordered that the 
* Council should not be [held] incomplete but that they should 
* await the assembly of all the bishops that the examination of 
* the thing required might take place by question and by 
*answer. They then dissolved the Oecumenical Council and 
* the law of the tribunal; [it was] they who reckoned our will 
*as nothing. And the bishop of Antioch has done well in 
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"regard to them, since he has deprived them of their episcopal 
'rank lest, in remaining in their same ranks, they should 
* dichonour their rank. Wherein therefore has he acted 
* foolishly, who required of them that they should wait for 
*thoge who were distant and that the rule which had been 
* given Should not be infringed and that there should be no 
* dissension in the Council? Ought he, who did none of those 
* things which it had been decided $should be carried out, but 
*was content to be judged by every one without declining, to 
* have been deprived for this ? ” 

/ After he [had] finished saying these things, he added and 
Said : © Neither do I find any cause of blame in this man; I 
and my empire and my race are guiltless of this impiety.” 
And the others agitated themselves at this very reply and 
Seized upon it, as [if] to be sure he let pass and left alone those 
things which had been wrought against me in whatsoever they 
wrought. And Dalmatius and those with him cried out: © On 
*me let this impiety be, O Emperor ; I rebuke thee and thine 
* on account of these things; I will make my defence for these 
* things before the tribunal of Christ, as having done this very 
*deed'... . And after he [had] received this promise, that 
the responsibility for the impious deeds committed against 
me Should not be [his], he decreed and confirmed the things 
which had been wrought against me. Thus I was judged and 
thus too was the examination | carried out]. 

And after the things were finighed which were wrought 
against me by them, the impious band went forth from [his] 
Majesty and some spread abroad |some things and others| 
other things against me ; and they carried Dalmatius around, 
reclining on a couch which was spread with coverlets, and 
mules bare him in the midst of the streets of the city, in such 
wise that it was made known unto all men that a victory had 
been gained over the purpose of the Emperor, amidst great 
assemblies of the people and of the monks, who were dancing 
and clapping the hand[s] and crying out the things which can 
be said against one who has been deprived for iniquity. But 
aſter it was known that the intention of the Emperor had been 
overcome by them, / all the heretics, who had formerly been 
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deprived by me, took part with them, and all with one mouth 
were alike proclaiming my anathema, taking courage from 
anything that had taken place, in every part of the city, but 
especially in the parts by the sanctuary, in such wise as to add 
unto them|selves] crowds of the people to commit iniquity 
without reverence ; and thus they took courage, clapping the 
hands and saying naught else except © God the Word died ”. 
And there was not any distinction between heretics and 
orthodox, all of them together rising up against God the 
Word. And they were fighting without mercy against those 
who were not persuaded to predicate the suffering of the nature 
of God the Word, saying, not that the immortal adhered to 
the mortal to cause the mortal to die without its [being itself 
liable unto] mortality, but on the contrary that the immortal 
adhered to the mortal that it might become mortal and | that] 
thus it rose, having died with him, in the immortality of him 
who rose, and everything like this in that the immortal became 
mortal, that indeed again the mortal might become immortal 
in sﬆuch wise that it might in its nature be receiving the 
[attribute] of immortality and that of mortality according to 
the might of him that commanded whereby he can make the 
immortal mortal and the mortal immortal. And these things 
were said openly by these and by those and by other heretics, 
being chanted and applauded / in the houses and in the streets 
and in all the churches, in consequence of which things thou 
couldest not distinguish the things which were being said in 
the churches or know whether the very churches belonged to 
the heretics or to the orthodox, such was the agreement and 
the zeal to embrace the faith and to confess God passible. 
And they were making use of demonstrations such as these 
while they were being accused for the same things and were 
making a defence thereof in the same [terms]. And they all 
had one mouth and one heart and one agreement against God 
the Word, in 8uch wise that the services in the churches and in 
the monasteries were forgotten and they were busied with 
sedition and persecutions and affairs such as these. As for 
those who were furnishing them with money and supplies 
and provision, by all those things which they were giving they 
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were both preparing them and demanding of them to be 
ceaselessly engaged in these things. 

It therefore seemed [good] to the Emperor that I should be 
under [sentence of] deprivation and that both Cyril and 
Memnon likewise should be under [sentence of] deprivation. 
It would then have been supposed that he did this in order 
that he might constrain all of us to come to an agreement and 
to be accepted and to accept one another and that he bore 
patiently my deprivation that he might make us of one 
purpose. And further he was waiting without a reconciliation 
with the others in order that he might cause me, even me, 
by all means to come in, as well as through their zeal and 
their request on behalf of Cyril, that it migat be supposed 
that the wisdom of [his] Majesty [had] defeated / their inten- 
tions. But this was not $0; but, either because his purpose, 
which had been correctly | formed] from the beginning, was 
changed or because this had been his purpose from the 
beginning, he was indeed | only] in sc/4ma on my side, until he 
found patience enough to sell [me] for money. But, howsoever 
all has happened, I have arrived at this. 

But when Count John, who was set over the Treasury, was 
sent to Ephesus, it was then supposed that he had come that 
I and Cyril might speak with one another, all the Council 
having been assembled and | that] therefore it was an affair 
not to be declined. In everything there had been [cause] for 
fear and amazement unto the others, such had been their fear 
and trembling at speaking with me and at having judgement 
[passed] according to our words concerning the things about 
which inquiry was made. He, however, carried not his vehemence 
to the full but slackened, because that which is dear unto men 
[had] fallen upon him,* that which also was thenceforward 
mentioned as in a rumour; yet at the end he that reveals 
hidden things revealed it and brought it to light and made it 
known unto the eyes of all men. And it made him ashamed 
during his life, and after his death he was convicted : both he 
who $old the truth, that is John, and he who [did] more than 
he, that is Cyril, when the gold of iniquity was / exacted. 


1 ], e, he was bribed, 
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But let these things be set down in the midst and [such things] 
as they proclaim and prove with their voice that they may 
teach all men. 

For, after John had come to Ephesus, he commanded each 
one to come, and Memnon fled from the things which were 
taking place; and when they were brirging him forth from the 
altar, he * both summoned him as to a friendly conference * and 
handed him over to be guarded that ke might not be found 
wanting in aught of those things which ought [to be submitted] 
to the examination of the authorities, of those which all men 
ought to do. But after we were all assembled in order to hear 
in common the letters of the Emperor, his purpose to s8uch an 
extent slackened and became altogether different that he made 
himself ridiculous rather than be zealous about the things 
which were thus worthy of zeal. For when the letter of [his] 
Majesty, which had been written unto all men, was about to 
be read, Cyril persuaded him and those with him that I should 
not come into their presence but that I should hear what the 
Emperor wrote from the curtain, He brought this about 
without letting aught of the things which were right enter into 
his purpose, because he had already been bribed. And when 
they perceived that the things which concerned me were being 
read, they praised the Emperor with many praises ; but when 
it came to the [affairs] of Cyril, they cried out and 8wore that 
those things should not be read. + Of 8uch childish / licence as 
this used they to make use, who were formerly in trepidation 
and were zealous, if it were possible, to bury thems:lves in the 
earth, when they had no single defence, neither concerning 
the things which they [had] dared and carried out outside the 
command [of the Emperor] nor concerning the examination of 
the faith, But after I had been given into custody, so then 
[was | Cyril also,? as though on the supposition that we should 
not enter and approach our cities, and—a thing which also 
occurred aforetime by the command of the Emperor—that we 
Should not be received by the chiefs and by those who were 
charged with the care of the cities. But finally he commanded 


1 Vis. John, * Literally : * a conference of love”. 
* Cp. Lupus, Yar. Patr. Epist., pp. 47-9 ; Labbe (Mansi), iv. 1396-8. 
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me to dwell in my city where it was pleaging unto me, 
not by permission but in consequence of mine own request. 
For I had requested many times and I [had] requested of 
those, who had freedom of speech | with the Emperor and who 
were Supposed [to be] my friends,* [as] a favour that they 
would inform the Emperor that for me indeed it was not a 
question of the human glory of the episcopate, but that I was 
longing for mine own cell—this favour he has done me; but 
before this, that there should be [held] even without me an 
examination of the faith so that they might not be deprived of 
the faith by reason of their passion against me. For I had 
seen the snares and the wars which had formerly taken place 
against me; and when there was no cause for accusation 
against my prospon $0 that they should send me forth and 
deprive me from Constantinople, they came on | the pretext of] 
the faith. And by reason of their passion against me, they 
were impassioned also against the faith. So it seemed unto 
me that this [was] advantageous and helpful, that I / should 
disregard myself that that might take place for which rather 
there was need ; for whenever enmity is dissolved, how often 
do men come to themselves ? 

But he * gave unto me the dowry* of | his| favour, even that 
which he had sold unto Cyril, as this too was revealed after 
the death of the latter by the confession concerning me which 
was found in [his] writings; for immediately that this con- 
fession had been | made], there came that death which confutes 
all men and spares not ; of such aids as this used I to make 
use. But while I on the one hand was dispatched in such 
honour as this, Cyril on the other hand was kept under guard 
for a while; but he who was being guarded with all caution 
hid himself from them that were guarding him in Ephesus 
and from the chiefs who had been commanded not to let him 
cross over unto Alexandria and set out from Ephesus and 
gained his [own] city without being hindered by any one. 
For this too had been prepared beforehand and bought by him 
with money; for he came not out of the city by force but 


| Syr, pdrehsyd = Gk. nappyola. ; 
? Cp. Lupus, Var. Paty. Eptist., pp. 43-6, 67, 68 ; Looſs, Nestoriana, 190-6. 
5 Vie, John. 4 Syr, : pernithi4 = Gk. pepry. 
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transgressed the letters of [His] Majesty against the will of 
the Emperor. Ke also [brought it about] that he escaped 
from the constraint and the punishment for his transgression 
of the command of [his] Majesty. But it was surely granted 
that all these things should occur thus by reason of that rage 
which was against him as it were in the folly of deception, in 
the likeness of which was also | his] friendship for me, since on 
account of this that, which was supposed / friendship for me, 
was always [a source of} harm unto me, because it was not 
[ friendship |] for me but [a desire] to sell [me]. For the enmity 
towards the other recoiled in fact upon me." 

Thus then these things against me were carried out from the 
beginning, and they left nothing undone which could convict 
me of having told a lie, and they were convicted by those 
[things] which they wrote. For [it is] in the power of every 
one, who wishes to examine [| these things] with all exactitude 
and not in anticipation to pass over the things which were 
written by the others at Ephesus, to understand by reflection 
consequently from their writings who it is that has stirred up 
all these things and for what reason he has stirred them up 
and for what reason he has not consequently acted as a brother 
towards his brother, reprimanding, counselling, demanding, 
looking into these things by himself, but was the first to reveal 
them and spread abroad abundantly trouble and war and 
enmity by the letters which he had written. For what reason, 
when I have written an answer to his letter and when 1 have 
accepted [part] thereof as correctly stated and have made 
known unto him the things concerning which I doubted 
whether they were well stated as well as the purpose where- 
fore I accepted them not, either instructing or as if on the one 
hand he understood not or [as if] on the other hand it were $0, 


1 The $tory of Cyril's bribery is continued below, p. 349. The other evidence 
for it is contained in the letters of Acacius of Beroea and Epiphanius the Arch- 
deacon and Syncellus of Cyril ; 8&2 Labbe (Mansi), v. 819 and 987-9. The list 
of giſts referred to by Epiphanius is reprinted from Florilegium Casinense by Nau 
in an appendix. These documents are discussed in Hefele, History of the Church 
Councils, $4 130 and 156, Nestorius uses the following language in a sermon 
reported by Marius Mercator : Quid me latenter sagittis aureis iacularis quid m 
me 8agittas aureas absconditus mittis ? , , . Noli me sagittis aureris vulnerare ; non 
sunt mii sagittae aureae (Loofs, Nestoriana, pp. 299, 308). 
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that he might establish that which was written—for what 
reason has he stirred up the Egyptian and the Roman Council 
about the things which [are] against me? / Hast thou requested 
me to establish mine own points as brother * to brother ? * But 
thou didst wish by thyself to select these | writings] of mine 
and bring about a verdict against me when I was far away 
from thee. Wherefore hast thou not come unto me with thine 
own Council as one requiring [something] of me or as one 
reprimanding me, as they that | were] before thee did in regard 
to those whom they saw to be in need of their own coming : 
as Alexander against Arius and as Timothy * against Gregory 4 
or as Theophilus against John?* For there was none to hinder 
thee nor yet to deprive him that was accused of | the right to] 
defend himself. There is none far away and requiring to be 
judged and [yet] judging another ; there is no accuser to be the 
judge of his enemy far away. For what reason, when thou wast 
calling * an Oecumenical Council, didst thou together with the 
incomplete Council decline to come and defend the things [of] 
which thou didst accuse me and condemn me, when I was not 
present ? For what reason, when thou camest, didst thou not 
wait for the Council which was required but wast frightened 
thereof > Wherefore, when I was requesting thee and hinder- 
ing thee and adjuring thee to wait for the Council, didst thou 
refrain from [awaiting] the coming of the Eastern bishops, and 
didst not await the Count who was / charged with the duty of 
the maintenance of order but didst despise all of them together ? 
For what reason, after all the bisghops came and the Emperor 
commanded that indeed, since there had not previously been 
an inquiry and an examination, inquiry should be held into 
them between me and thee and the bishops of the East, didst 
thou do all [these] things that there might not be examination 
and judgement ? - 

One was his aim and one his purpose from the beginning 
even unto the end : that there should not be a judgement and 
an examination on the subject of the things whereof he accused 
me, while mine [was] that there should be a judgement and an 
examination on the subject of the things whereof he accused 


1 See crit, n., p. 400 2 Cp. Labbe (Mansi), iv. 892 B. 
5 Le. Timothy 1 (axrhpow), bishop of Alexandria, A.D. 38r. 
* L. e. of Nazianzum, v ]. e, Chrysostom. 
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me, though not because the flight and the haste of this man 
had been victorious. For what reason was I zealous where- 
as thou didst decline, if thou wert confident in the proof 
which thou hadst from the Scriptures and from the Fathers ? 
But he feared me, [some one will say,] because of the help 
which [I received] from the Emperor. He [it was], as men 
know, who was rather in actual fact for surrendering me and 
not for helping ; but [granted] that this was [80], who then 
was hindering the judgement from taking place 'without the 
help of the Emperor? For after it had taken place, after I 
[had] already departed from Constantinople and the Council of 
the East was requiring that there should be a judgement and 
an examination of the faith, even without me myself, the 
Emperor too had also commanded that the two deprivations 
of those, whosoever [they were], who had been deprived by 
the Council, should be retained without [further] examination, 
but that they should choose each seven bishops ? and [that] 
þ they should be sent by both the / Councils to Constantinople 
»$ in order that they might speak before the Emperor concerning 
the things required and [that] the rest of the bishops might be 
dismissed from Ephesus. 

Have they spoken with one another ? Yet, since they | had] 
procceded to Chalcedon in Bithynia in accordance with the 
letters of [his] Majesty, he * received * the two parties of the 
bishops who were sent by the Council. But after he [had] 
asked of the Easterns the cause of the division which had 
taken place, they said that they were introducing a passible 
| God and that they themseives were not persuaded to agree 

| before inquiry was made into these things, {adding] © Even if 
*the Emperor treats us with violence, we shall not be per- 
*Suaded to admit a passible God ; for he that has not a nature 
* that suffers suffers not, while he that has such a nature as this 
*is not consubstantial with one who has one such as the former; 
* but if he who suffers not is consubstantial! with the one who 
* Suffers, even he who suffers not can suffer '® And the Emperor 
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1 For the names of those chosen by the Orientals sce Lupus, Var. Paty. Epist., 
Pp. 65; Labbe (Mansi), iv. 1400 a, B, In Labbe the number is eight. 
* Vis. the Emperor. 3 See crit, n,, P. 400, 
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was in trepidation as it were at this supposition, and even his 
ears could not endure these blasphemies, and h= shook his 
purple robes, saying : *©I have no part at all with such men as 
that.'? However, he commanded not to constrain them by 
violence but, on the contrary, that [the question] should not be 
ieft but that inquiry should be made into the truth in every 
manner whatsoever concerning the things to be examined ; and 
with these [words] he dismissed them with many praises, 
having commanded them to make ready this examination. 

/ But after this was heard, the others again stirred themselves 
up that there might not be a judgement and an examination 
of these things. But the authority of your Majesty sent away 
the Easterns, but commanded you *—and by * you I mean 
thine own sympathizers, them that were executing thy 
vengeance—to enter into Constantinople and to establish 
another bishop in mine own place.3 Where then had been the 
judgement? And before whom? Say, in whose presence ? 
Although it was a farcical judgement, say, you who have 
written the things that took place, how was it brought about ? 
For they were many ; be ye not persuaded by any of them 
that [are] my own [followers], lest you say that he wrote out 
of human love. Lean upon your own [followers], who have 
written of the things that were brought about. But you cannot 
efface what happened thus and was written at that time.* 

But perhaps some one will say that whatever was brought 
about was clearly a farce. But it was an unscrupulous thing 
to bring about things which were unbelievable and in need of 
much indulgence. For the things which were done thus are 
unbelievable ; but they have indeed been thus prepared not 
only against me but also against the faith, on account of which 
I was stirred up and was diligent to write and to teach the 
things which were taking place just as they-were taking place, 
lest men should suppose that the judgement and the examina- 
tion took place and should believe without a reason and depart 
from the faith. For the providence / and the judgement of 


| Cp. Lupus, Var. Pats. Eptst., p. 70. ? Vis. Cyril. 3 Le. Maximian. 
* Cp. Labbe {Mansi), iv. 1401-7. No new paragraph is marked here in the 
Syriac text. 
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God have been revealed unto all men, although there are 
[some] that sce and see not, who have arisen against me out 
of enmity from the beginning, though now he? is willing to be 
the first to drive every one to evil against me who have been 
condemned without judgement. And at the same time he has 
put a barrier before all men that there might be no further 
return for me, and has thereby hemmed in the party of the 
Eagterns and of the rest of the countries which had not taken 
part with them in what they brought about and [which] had 
given help unto me. Nor was I acquainted with any of the 
things which were taking place nor was I the first to think of 
rebuking and accusing them for the judgement [conducted] 
without justice. 

And I summoned an Oecumenical Council against the 
Council which had been [held] incompletely, in order that it 
might be shown in the sight of all men for what reason they 
did what they did; since it was not for the faith that he was 
confident and enthusiastic but that his own [affairs] and mine 
might not be examined, while by means of letters and various 
other means he had corrupted those who were nigh unto the 
Emperor and unto the Empresses and was persuading [them] 
that there should not be a Council. And this was told 
unto the Emperor and he was much reprimanded by letters, 
lest he should be able to dissemble ; for he ought to rejoice at 
a judgement, if all these things were not [uttered] in semblance, 
80 that he might be zealous in proving to the Emperor that 
his purpose was 8traightforward and just. For this was done 
in such wise / that he should have no defence, as one that 
knoweth not the things of which he is rebuked and denies 
[them]; and he hindered the judgement not once nor twice 
but even unto death. But the Emperor had acted contrari- 
wise toward him who was blamed by him and condemned me, 
even me who was honoured and praised, while many were 
testifying that I was injured. Thus absurdities were growing $0 
many that they were not kept dark ; but that their oppression 
might be revealed, he * properly made even him ! a witness and 
a judge for me, 50 that | their] oppression might be indefensible. 

1 Vis, Cyril. * Viz. the Emperor. 
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For all of them testified that we were not found doing iniquity 
and that they condemned me without reason. And while 1 
was in the same [condition] without examination and without 
judgement, the others worked amongst them|selves] and 
changed all the things that concerned me. 


Concerning the things which were done when Cyril and the 
Easterns met together and fbeforet" seven of each party * were 
Sent | to Chalcedon|. 

But let us speak as in a few words: perhaps some one will 
ask : * How therefore did the Eastern Council alsvo condemn 
*thee in such wise, that then not even a single cause of 
* defence was left unto thee?* For by the persuasion of [his] 
Majesty, and by this | Council] every one is the more convinced, 
even $0 that none can hide it. For one and the same was the 
word concerning every one of those who were in accord with 
me and were accepting / me and were contending with me 
and [concerning every one] of those who were being accused 
with me and were being insulted with me, since those who 
were changed over with them had not a single cause to 
change over from me. Tell thou us the cause for which they 
changed over from thee; for [it is] thy boldness which was 
against me and thy writings and the Articles which thou hast 
composed, They anathematized thee and deprived thee in 
Ephesus ; and thou canst not deny neither thou nor they, what 
you have done in your writings. When therefore they were 
doing these things, they were testifying about me in two things, 
both in respect to orderliness and in respect to piety ; but thee 
on the contrary they were accusing both as a bold man and 
as an heretic, and they summoned thee to judgement to 
reprimand thee for them both and they judged that thou wast 
worthy of deposition. And when you were summoned by the 
Emperor as to judgement, they were the first to accuse thee ; 


| Altered rightly by Nau into * after ', on the grounds that Nestorius has just 
Spoken of the dispatch of the seven bishops to Chalcedon and that this section 
deals with the agreement of Cyril with John of Antioch. 

* Literally : *seven of the one and seven of the other ?. 
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for they were persuaded of your boldness and of your tyranni- 
cal behaviour and of all the evils which you caused in Ephesus. 
For in Chalcedon also you closed all the churches against them 
before the judgement should be [given], in order that they 
might not enter to pray, and you blocked the roads [leading] 
to the Emperor and were meeting them with stones and clubs 
and were driving them into narrow places as into places whence 
men [that were] strangers, being not acquainted with the roads, 
had not [any means] of escape, / since they were coming in the 
hope of order [being maintained] by the Emperor ; and thus 
they were hardly rescued from those who were distressing 
them, until the Emperor sent the help of the 8oldiers to rescue 
them.! 

But there was an assemblage of those who were practised 
in sedition without number,— then was I summoned from 
Ephesus,—[consisting |] at that time of Egyptians and of monks 
from * Constantinople and of those who were renegade from 
monasticism and all those who by reason of any cause what- 
ever had been driver out and were zealous for the work of 
agitators * and were supposed on account of the habit* of 
monks to be acting with enthusiasm. Then they were 
taking from the monasteries robes together with food and 
provisions, which were being given unto them as the wages of 
the fervour of love, and they were fattening their bodies there- 
with instead of [practising] continence.5 From the things 
which thou wast sending and bringing from the granaries and 
the stores of wirie and of oil and of vegetables and all kinds of 
clothes, thou didst fill the monasteries which were being set 
apart for this and other places, in such wise that even the holy 
places of prayer were being encumbered, and the issues and the 
entries of every place which could receive [them] were full 
thereof. These things [it was] which were taking place before 
every one and thou wast paying for them with the things which 


| Cp. Labbe (Maunsi), iv. 1392-3, 1404 D; Lupus, Var. Pair. Epist., 
PP. 60-2, Bg. 

? Literally: in”. 3 Syr. *&Stdsire? = Gk. oraowra. 

* Syr. *#skemd = Gk. oxnua, 

5 Cp. Labbe ({Mans)), iv. 1405-6; Lupus, Var. Patr. Epist., pp. 91, 92. 
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are called © benedictions ',* which were being given instead of 
wages thereof, a thing which heretofore / thou hast not done 
nor [wilt do] hereafter. And thou wast carrying out these 
things so that thou mightest not be supposed to be sending 
these things so as to cause sedition, but that, as they were 
coming into the monasteries and were being received by the 
monasteries, the recipients might not be convicted for having 
indeed received them and for acting irreverently as disturbers 
and causers of tumult, in being supposed | to be] enthusiastic. 
For thou wast letting them bring about anything at all and 
wast doing everything that men might not believe that they 
were doing these things. 

Tell me therefore for what reason thou wast letting these 
things be done and for what thou wast driving out them that 
were suffering these things, 80 that they were not even 
accounted worthy to be heard concerning aught whereof they 
were being driven out. What was their purpose about thee 
and what about me when they returned to the East 2 Indeed 
every one of them warned his city not to agree to what was 
carried out against me. For what reason was a decree sent by 
the Emperor, by the hand of Aristolaus,* to constrain them to 
accept whatever was carried out against me? And was 
it sent unto them as unto persons who were and because 
they were | inclined] toward me? For what reason was he 
commanding them to accept thee among the bishops? And 
what [was] the reason that persuaded them / to accept thee 
among the bishops? You saw not one another and you spoke 
not with one another, nor have you said nor have you heard 
for what cause you were divided; and it was for you to accept 
without judgement and without examination and without 

1 Syr. biirkta, © blessing ', a euphemism for *presents ” or * gifts”; see Payne- 
Smith, 7hes, Syr., col. 614 b. 

? Cp. Kidd, Hestory of the Church, vol. iii, pp. 256-62. In April 432 the 
Emperor sent Aristolaus, a tribune and notary, to John of Antioch, Acacius of 
Beroea, and St. Simeon Stylites. He was to endeavour to make peace by 
persuading the Easterns to abandon Nestorius and Cyril to give up his Twelve 
Articles. After some negotiations, in which Paul of Emesa joined Aristolaus, 
Cyril and most of the Easterns came to an agreement before the end of the 
year, Nestorius being abandoned but without the explicit withdrawal of Cyril's 
Articles, Cp. Labbe (Mansi), v. 277-84, 312, 347-51, 663-6, 827, 828 ; Lupus, 
Var. Patr. Epist., pp. 385, 386. Introd. pp. xxili, xxiii, 
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a Council what you accepted not in judgement, and for the 
others to accept what they accepted not! But of yourself you 
thought that you were reconciled with the others concerning 
the things whereof you were justly blamed in order justly to 
confirm the two Councils either through fear or by patience or 
by partiality * or by all of them together. What defence have 
you [to make] before thoge who are blaming you for having + | 
made a secret agreement in partiality and by deceitful means ? 
*The Emperor's command. It is the Emperor who has 
commanded us and who has prepared this for us. 

Say ! why then dost thou ask me how they have accepted 
my deposition who formerly accepted it not? Ask me not, 
but I [will ask] thee ; how hast thou accepted the faith which 
formerly thou didst not accept? How hast thou hidden thy 
Chapters * on account of which thou hast been deprived 2 How 
have they accepted thee who accepted not thy [writings] ? 
But how have they, who accepted not thine impious Chapters, 
accepted the deposition which was [pronounced] against me ? 
These [questions] need asking and * answering. For / the 
affair wherein thou wast openly judged by every one, willing 
and unwilling, made me not defenceless, but on the contrary it 
caused me to need no other defence, These things theretore 
cause those who are wanting to examine to know how they 
happened, as you too will confess with me therein. For the 
others deprive themselves and condemn themselves by their 
own judgement, since they have accepted not what was 
examined by the Council but what you have accepted in the 
participation of both of you,* willing and unwilling, in the 
settlement, apart from the rest of the others, in such wise as 
not to settle in the name of the Council things which they 
wanted [to have settled] once for all for better or for worse but 
| to prove that they did things pleasing unto the Emperor in ac- 
'Tz cepting what was carried out against me, though formerly they 
| were not accepting [it]; but they were zealous, however, to 
shun [all] mention of the Articles.5 And they were [attached] 
| 
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to these two parties, |some to one and] others [to the other] 


i Sc. npoownoAnyia. * Lat. Capitula, 3 Literally : or”. 
* Viz, Cyril and John of Antioch. 5 Gk. Kepaaaa, 
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against one another : thou [being inclined] to my deprivation 
and the others to the denunciation of thy Articles, on account 
of which we have accepted every burden. But I have accepted 
all sufferings and have not agreed nor—but let this be said 
with the aid of God—shall I agree until my last breath. For 
this reason, in that they have accepted / what formerly they 
accepted not, they are the causes of their own condemnation 
and are suppressing also the things which were carried out 
against me. For by the suppression of the Articles my 
deposition also is suppressed with them ; or was it not because 
I accepted them not [that] my deprivation has taken place ? 
For other cause there was not for my deposition. 

But thou sayest : *I have not suppressed the Articles, but 
©T have accepted John who has confessed with me and has 
*agreed with me on the faith as against thee.” John also has 
said the same : © I have accepted thee, Cyril, who hast con- 
fessed with me on the words of the faith” Who then [is] he 
that has accepted his companion? And who [is] he that has 
been accepted? For both of you say them and are persuading 
those who have separated themselves and have distinguished 
[themselves] from the deceptive peace which you have made : 
thou indeed, in that the others have accepted my deprivation 
which they were not formerly accepting, |and because] thou 
wast supposing that they accepted also these Articles which 
I was not accepting; and he, because he accepts not the 
writing of thy Articles in the deposit of the faith—men of 
whom thou wast determined that they should agree with thee 
in the things whereof men were correctly accusing them. Or 
did not our inquiry and our war and our strife take place that 
we might not accept them ? 

But it is |[possible| to say that it was not because they were 
suppressed | that| they were not written in the deposit of the 
faith, / when an agreement had been effected, but because they 
had been without division and without inquiry. If all our in- 
quiry and dispute had been for the purpose of the suppression 
and the refutation of these things, for no other reason were 
they not © written when the agreement was effected, than 
that they had not been accepted by common opinion and 
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agreement. How then dost thou cling to them as though they 
were accepted, things which were not accepted in your con- 
fessions [of faith]? For in the course of coming to terms 
these things were not to be left alone, so that thou and thine 
own | followers] made not use of them as [being] orthodox nor 
the Easterns as [being] heretical ; for that would not be any 
coming to terms on the faith, but disputes and divisions. 

For what reason, however, was there no suppression of these 
things in confession [of faith] in the written documents ? 
However, they were left alone. First indeed because they 
were giving way to the vehemence of [his] Majesty and men 
were requiring that every one $0 ever Should make peace ; 
after this, because they were wanting to do him the favour of 
not anathematizing his Articles in written documents, since it 
sufficed for them not to accept them and not to write in the 
written documents those things, which formerly he vehemently 
wanted to be accepted. But for what reason did he accept 
[the proposal| that they should be left out of the written 
documents, it he wished for this—as indecd |was] what he was 
wishing—that they / should be accepted as orthodox ? In the 
first place indeed [it was] lest he should come to the necessity 
of a disputation and should fall and the Easterns should arise 
against him and require before everything that he should be 
deprived for these things, as one who was condemned—a thing 
which he feared, for, when he was being constrained and 
pressed, it was necessary for him clearly to say what he 
believed ; since he would either seem to believe what was 
[written] in the Articles and in his letter or, otherwise, actually 
to have imagined as even the Easterns. In both [cases|] he 
would be accused : either of saying the same things and having 
appeared as a wrongdoer or of clearly having revealed himself as 
an heretic. Yet in order that he might not suffer this, of his own 
will he agreed and adopted [their views] in order that they 
might have peace without the written documents and the 
Articles"; and next that they might concede unto him that 
which concerned me, which he was demanding, that is my 
deprivation, in order that I might have no further | opportunity 


1 See crit, n., p. 401. 
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of] making answer, in that all of them were come together at 
the same time against me, a thing for which he had been eager 
from the beginning. Yet notwithstanding he succeeded not, 
because it came about by the vehemence of | his] Majesty and 
not through a just judgement. 


/ The letter of Cyril to Acacius, bishop of Melitene." Unto 
those who were blaming him for the agreement which he made 
with the Easterns, and how 1 made |my| defence before those 
who were blaming the agreement which came about. 

The one * indeed made | his] defence as though he |had| not 
accepted thy Articles but discarded them, while all of you 
were zealous for them. But the other* says that he had 
not been content to anathematize them, though they were 
very zealous that they should anathematize the Articles. The 
latter however [says| : © I have brought about what was indeed 
*needful for you but incredible; |to wit] that they have of 
* their [own] will accepted the deposition of Nestorius, whereby 
*they have also accepted the Articles. But the former * 
denies not that he has accepted the deposition, but |it is| 
because thou hast accepted and confessed in written document 
the faith whereby the deposition is set aside; saying that thy 
faith is not a | matter of | dispute between thee and us in the 
written documents according to the certainty of our words, 
Since thou distinguishest the natures and the divine utterances 
concerning both the natures. What we were all zealous to con- 
fess and thou confessedst not, has now come to pass. For he 
was the first to establish in every possible manner what was 
needful for the faith ; but we have not hindered the establish- 
ment also of those things wherewith they were calumniated, 
but rather have we made | ready | the way. 

/ And the one* indeed 8ays: ©I have made them say 
* Mother of God”, which they used not formerly to accept.' 


t Although the first actual quotation from the correspondence between Cyril 
and Acacius does not occur till about two pages further on, the section dealing 
with that correspondence seems to begin at this point, There is therefore no 
need to follow Nau in regarding this heading as a later insertion in the text. 

* Viz, John. 5 Vis. Cyril, 
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Moreover he prides himself and extols himself against them 
that were disputing against this confession. But the other has 
confessed that I accepted quite simply |the name] © Mother of 
God *', There is then need to state the meaning, according to 
which the /ypostatic and the natural union of God and the 
natural birth from a woman is excluded. For he says that we 
confess Saint Mary the mother of God because God the Word 
was made flesh and was made man from her and, since the 
conception, he therein united himself unto the temple which 
was taken. And it was not that he was born but that he 
was united unto the temple which was taken and was born 
of her, For we decline not the term * birth ' but the © aypostaric 
union of God the Word*. For this reason we have caused it 
to be excluded. And the one! indeed predicates of God the 
Word God whole and man whole who in 05: is both | oustas | ; * 
and for this reason he has written, saying, © He was born of the 
* Father before the worlds in his divinity, but in the last days 
* the same for us and for our salvation was born of the Virgin 
* Mary in his humanity '.3 He 8ays that the same was born of 
the Father and of the Virgin Mary in the humanity, here again 
also because he has not examined clearly with a view to 
establishing the things which were required or which are 
required, that is, one Lord Jesus Christ, whole man | formed | 
of a rational soul and of a body, in such wise that Christ / and 
the Son and Jesus are in the two ovs:as. And in everything 
he is God as well as man by nature and in everything he is by 
nature man in the same way as God the Word ; both of them 
exist in ousza, [and] for this reason each of them |[exists| by 
himself, 

Because these things have been laid down without com- 
parison he drags them in to [serve his own| purpose according 
to his own aim and defends [them] to his 8sympathizers and 
deceives them, there being none indeed that is not surely 
calumniated, and each attracts his companion to his own aim. 
And he accuses me of not having correctly said that which 
was Said by the Easterns, who [according to him| say that 

1 Vis. Cyril. 2 See crit. n., Þ. 401. 
* Labbe (Mansi), v. 317 B; See P. 297, N. 2. 
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God was born of a woman, whereas I say |it| not ; and he states 
my own words according to hearsay ; for he says : 


He! says that God passed through the Virgin, the mother 
of Christ, |as] we have learned * from Divine Scripture; but 
we learn not indeed anywhere * that he was born of her. And 
elsewhere in his interpretation he has said : * And nowhere 
© therefore does Divine Scripture say that God, but Jesus and 
* Christ and the Son and the Lord, came into being from the 
* virgin, the Mother of Christ.. For by saying these things 
he divides our Lord into two sons, so that the one is uniquely 
Son, Son and Christ and our Lord, he that was born of God 
the Father, God the Word, and again the other | was| 
uniquely Son and Christ and Lord, he that was born of the 
holy virgin.* 

How dissemblest thou the truth? Not only does the one *® 
s$ay this clearly, but the others© / name the holy virgin the 
mother of God because they speak of one Son and Christ and 
Lord, whole in his divinity and whole in his humanity. 

But add what thou hast accepted and confessed, that there 
has been a union of two natures and that for this reason we 
confess one Christ, one Son, one Lord.” And deceive not the 
wise Acacius and through him the rest ; for it would not 
escape such a man as he—in such wise as to be blamed for the 
faith to which he was reconciled against thee—that perhaps 
thou clingest also to these | theories| of mine or rather to those 
of orthodoxy, which thou hast accepted in all this trouble. 
For I have confessed two natures united, but thou wast deny- 
ing [them] : that there is of the divinity and of the humanity 
one Christ and one Lord and one Son; he was not born of 
woman in the divinity, but in the humanity; not as he is God 


1 Viz. Nestorius, 2 See P. xiv. 3 See P. xv. 

* Labbe (Mansi), v. 316 E-317 A: ty yap obrw* 70 nape\beiv Toy Qe0v Ex THS 
XpuoTorbrov mapbevov, mapa Ths beias thi3axbyy ypaqns* T0 Be ryervylva: cov Ef 
avrhs, ovdapod (v.l. ovSapls) tiaxdny, tv erepg 3 naw tfmyhoat vapor Toivuy 
1 dela ypaph coy tu Ths XKproToTOKov mapbtvoy Aeyau yeyermoba, GANG XptoTOv 
"Inoodv, vidv, rat x6prov, Gt Be Tavra Atyov els vious vo ueplfer TOv Eva, ral trepor 
pev Ires eval pyouw visv, rat Xprorbv, rat xipov, Tov tx Qed marpds yervnbevra 
AGyov, Etrepov Fe ndAw dvd uepos Te rat Whiras viou, rat Xprorov, rai roprov Tov Ex 
Ths dyias napbevov, nas iv evBoidret Tis, arr) FB) ToOLTO Japws uwovarouxt Bowvros 
Exelvov ; 

5 Viz. Cyril, * Viz, the Eastern bishops, 

7 Cp. Labbe (Mansi), v. 292 8B, c. 
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is he one Son of two natures united, but he 'is one as man. 
Where then do I s8peak of two natures, one indeed solely Son 
and Christ and Lord, God the Word who was born of the 
Father, but the other solely Christ by himself [born] of the 
holy virgin? Thou also understandest not these sections 
which thou hast written down : © We have learned from Divine 
* Scripture that God has passed through the holy virgin, the 
* mother of Christ*, of which thou hast written / that 1 say 
them. How then proclaimest thou that I call God the Word 
who was born of the Father one Christ uniquely but the man 
who | was born] of Saint Mary another Christ ? Of whom 
then sayest thou that I have said that God passed through her ? 
For it is evident that [I spoke] of him who was born of the 
Father, [namely] of God the Word. How therefore do I call 
Christ any other than God the Word, him who was born of 
the Father? I have s$aid that he passed through even the 
blessed Mary, because he derived not the origin of [his] birth 
from her as the bodily frame which was born of her. For this 
reason I have said that he who is God the Word has surely 
passed through but was surely not born, because he derived not 
his origin from her.” But there both exists and is named one 
Christ, the two of them being united, he who was born of the 
Father in the divinity, [and | of the holy virgin in the humanity, 
for there was a union of the two natures. 

And we ought to say unto thee, Acacius, that I have con- 
fessed in one Christ two natures without confusion. By one 
nature on the one hand, that is, [by that] of the divinity, he 
was born of God the Father ; by the other, on the other hand, 
that is, [by that] of the humanity, [he was born] of the holy 
virgin. How then canst thou name her © Mother of God ', 
when thou hast confessed that he was not born of her? For 
if thou hast said that in the divinity he was born of the holy 
virgin, she would be called the mother of God after the nature 
which was born of her ; but if thou, even thou, confessest that 


% 


1 There is surely here a confusion in Nestorius' thought. Wonld not the 
divine nature, which prevents us from thinking of God the Word as being born, 
prevent us also from thinking of Him in any way as moving through space, 
e. g. passing through the Virgin ? 
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he was not born | of her] in the divinity, in / that thou confessest 
that he was not born, how dost thou confess her Mother of 
God? How canst thou accuse him of saying two Christs, 
[who said that] which thou also hast confessed —that Christ is 
two natures, one nature of the divinity which is called Christ 
and one nature of the humanity which also thou namest Christ ? 
Either thou dost confess two Christs owing to the diversity of 
the natures, one indeed the humanity which was born of the 
holy virgin, but the other God the Word who was born of God 
the Father, or thou dost say, as the other says, © one in the 
union ' and nothing more? And on account of what hast thou 
brought thyself to all this and brought the others with thee to 
do these things against a man who was saying this ? 


Cyril. But God the Word who [proceeded] from the 
Father is not one son, while he again who | was born| of the 
holy virgin is not another, as was supposed by Nestorius, 
but one and the same. For it is made clear and explained 
afterwards; for he cites | that which signifies God whole 
and man whole, him who was born of the Father before 
the worlds in his divinity but in the last days for us and 
for our salvation of the Virgin Mary in the humanity, the 
same consubstantial with the Father in the divinity, the 
Same consubstantial with us in the humanity. Therefore 
they divide not the one Son and Christ and Lord / and 
Jesus, but they say that the same existed before the worlds 
and in the last times ; but | it is] known that he who | has pro- 
ceeded| from God the Father | is| God and [he who was born] 
of a woman in the humanity | is] man. . . . How then is he 
conceived consubstantial with us in the humanity since he 
was born of the Father, I have said, in the divinity, it the 
Same is not conceived and called God and man ? * 


1 So the Syriac text ; but the true Sense is given by the Greek, where the 
verb is in the plural, the subject understood being the Easterns with whom Cyril 
has come to agreement. See pp. xiii, 401. 

? Labbe (Mansi), v. 317 B: Gn: yap ovy Ereply pany eivar viv TO ti Qeoi 
rarpds Adyov, trepoy 8 naw rov er Ths dyias napbevov, xabi NeoTopip Boxer, Wa Fe 
KaAXov, xat Toy avroy, oaqpts iv yevorro, rat para pabics bid ye TAY Epefi}s. mpooend- 
yovot yap, Tis dy ein, onpaivorres* G71 TEXELOS Ws Qebs, TEXEO0s BE kat fs GvOpwnos* 
Ty mp0 altvov utv tk To) narpds yervnbevra rare mhv beornra, tn" toxdrwv Bt 
T@v hpepwy & hpas rat ia Thy hpeTtpay owThplar, tx Maplas Ths dryias map8tvor, 
Kara Tiv avOponoryra” Gpoovorov To narpi Tov avroy ara Ti Oecoryra, ral 
6poovotov hpiy rare Thv av9panitThra. ownKony fjriora puty tis BYo Frauporor TOY ta 
vioy, xa Xpioroy, rat rvprov 'Imaooy, TOY avrov BR elvai pac Toy mpo alwvwy, rat i 


w— = 
=ka 


CCI CO Cn CCC 


= 


= : - 
. 
ne D a PPI=ES — 
A. KS 0 OI _ Hor 
\ © 


- 2 --_ 


-_— 


+ 4a A 


_-« 


| 


"n_ & ==” —_— 


—_— —— 
EY - 


- - gyr—_— 


2906 Thrrt Bazaar of HERACLEIDES II. 1 [407- 


is he one Son of two natures united, but he'is one as man. 
Where then do I speak of two natures, one indeed solely Son 
and Christ and Lord, God the Word who was born of the 
Father, but the other solely Christ by himself |born] of the 
holy virgin? Thou also understandest not these sections 
which thou hast written down : © We have learned from Divine 
* Scripture that God has passed through the holy virgin, the 
* mother of Christ', of which thou hast written / that I say 
them. How then proclaimest thou that I call God the Word 
who was born of the Father one Christ uniquely but the man 
who |was born] of Saint Mary another Christ ? Of whom 
then sayest thou that I have said that God passed through her ? 
For it is evident that |I spoke|] of him who was born of the 
Father, [namely] of God the Word. How therefore do I call 
Christ any other than God the Word, him who was born of 
the Father? I have said that he passed through even the 
blessed Mary, because he derived not the origin of [his] birth 
from her as the bodily frame which was born of her. For this 
reason I have said that he who is God the Word has surely 
passed through but was surely not born, because he derived not 
his origin from her.) But there both exists and is named one 
Christ, the two of them being united, he who was born of the 
Father in the divinity, |and | of the holy virgin in the humanity, 
for there was a union of the two natures. 

And we ought to sxy unto thee, Acacius, that I have con- 
ſessed in one Christ two natures without confusion. By one 
nature on the one hand, that is, [by that] of the divinity, he 
was born of God the Father; by the other, on the other hand, 
that is, [by that] of the humanity, [he was born] of the holy 
virgin. How then canst thou name her * Mother of God ', 
when thou hast confessed that he was not born of her? For 
if thou hast said that in the divinity he was born of the holy 
virgin, she would'be called the mother of God after the nature 
which was born of her ; but if thou, even thou, confessest that 


% 


1 There is surely here a confusion in Nestorius' thought. Would not the 
divine nature, which prevents us from thinking of God the Word as being born, 
prevent us also from thinking of Him in any way as moving through space, 
e. £. passing through the Virgin ? 
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he was not born | of her] in the divinity, in / that thou confessest 
that he was not born, how dost thou confess her Mother of 
God? How canst thou accuse him of saying two Christs, 
[who said that] which thou also hast confessed —that Christ is 
two natures, one nature of the divinity which is called Christ 
and one nature of the humanity which also thou namest Christ ? 
Either thou dost confess two Christs owing to the diversity of 
the natures, one indeed the humanity which was born of the 
holy virgin, but the other God the Word who was born of God 
the Father, or thou dost say, as the other says, © one in the 
union ' and nothing more? And on account of what hast thou 
brought thyself to all this and brought the others with thee to 
do these things against a man who was saying this ? 


Cyril. But God the Word who [proceeded] from the 
Father is not one son, while he again who | was born] of the 
holy virgin is not another, as was supposed by Nestorius, 
but one and the same. For it is made clear and explained 
afterwards; for he cites that which signifies God whole 
and man whole, him who was born of the Father before 
the worlds in his divinity but in the last days for us and 
for our salvation of the Virgin Mary in the humanity, the 
same consubstantial with the Father in the divinity, the 
same consubstantial with us in the humanity. Therefore 
they divide not the one Son and Christ and Lord / and 
Jesus, but they say that the same existed before the worlds 
and in the last times ; but | it is] known that he who | has pro- 
ceeded| from God the Father |[is| God and | he who was born] 
of a woman in the humanity | is] man. . . . How then is he 
conceived consubstantial with us in the humanity since he 
was born of the Father, I have said, in the divinity, if the 
Same is not conceived and called God and man ? * 


1 So the Syriac text ; but the true sense is given by the Greek, where the 
verb is in the plural, the subject understood being the Easterns with whom Cyril 
has come to agreement. See pp. xiii, 401. 
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Now if it [is true] that the one oz5z7a of God the Word, 
which was born of the Father and of the Virgin Mary, |was] 
the same, for what reason dost thou confess two natures in the 
union and not [that] there was one belonging to the same who 
was born of the Father and of the Mother, as thou wantest and 
even constrainest us to suppose and to let thee also suppose ? 
But they that have accepted this confession do not allow thee 
to lead them whither thou wantest, but constrain thee and 
induce thee as a deceiver to abide by the things which thou 
hast confessed with them. 

For thou hast confessed the union of the divinity and of the 
humanity, since of two natures was the union. Two thou hast 
confessed, and thou sayest that the others have confessed one. 
Thy cunning [is] great : so thou hast confessed the union, and 
thou sayest that the others have confessed the division oi the 
union, $0 that the one same or5s/@ is divided into the two 
oustas, unlike one another, of the divinity and of the humanity, 
So that the one oz5sa, which is divisible into ozs:as unlike and 
of another kind / one from another, is consubstantial. For one 
ousia cannot be conceived as two ov57as unlike and of an- 
other kind one from another," but * which are alike |in the 
sense| that they are consubstantial one with another, as is 
that likeness. In which nature then is the Son consubstantial 
with the Father and in which [is he] consubstantial with us ? 
For the 05:74 of God the Father and our own oz5:4@ are alien 
one to another. He therefore too would be alien unto his 
being and would be of two natures alien one to another. How 
then is it to be conceived that he is consubstantial with us 
ourselves in the humanity when he exists not in the ozs:@ of 
the humanity ? But how is he consubstantial with the Father, 
when he exists not in his ozzs/a? Or how [is] the same in oz5:a 
of the o5za of God the Father and of our ous:2? And |how| 
is it the 8ame owsia? And [how] are two ovstas alien one to 


tax6ToS, FAov bt ori (v. I, ByNovert) Tov Ex Geol narpds ws Qebv, rat tx yuvards 
«ard oapra ws ivOpwrov, mos yap iv voo! T0 mpds huas 6uoovoros elvar rata Thv 
dvybpoaniryra, xairor yevvnbels tx marpbs, rare ye pnpu Thy Bebryra, & pt vooiro ral 
Atyoiro Debs Te 6jpuon, rat divÞpunos 6 auros ; 

1 Literally : * other than one another ”. 2 Literally : * and”. 
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another one, so that each one of the oz45zas both is and is con- 
ceived in one ozvsia? But if this is impossible, [it is] also 
inacceptable that it should be conceived in the word of truth. 
It is not a nature |which is| in its nature of the 05a of the 
Father and of the ovs:@ of the humanity, so as to become con- 
Substantial with both of them ; but” in the ovs:i@ of God the 
Word only is he consubstantial with God the Father, whereas 
he is consubstantial with us ourselves in our ov45s:a; and the 
same both is and is named one, who | is formed| of the nature 
of Grod and of our nature, in the prosYpor indeed of the union. 
For in the natures he is naturally / distinct according to the 
diversity of the natures which participate not in one another 
according to the doctrine of the ozs:as. And thou canst not 
unloose aught that thou hast bound,—to wit, the union of two 
"natures; and two natures are not one nature. For a union 
of the diversity of the diverse natures and not of the diversities 
of its very own 057 is conceived and said to have taken place; 
for the coming into being appertains to the one oz5:a, while 
the union is the combination of the oz5:as. 


Cyril. But these things appear not so unto Nestorius, but 
[it seems to him] rather that the aim thereof tends in the 
opposite direction in every respect. He used then to say in 
the church when interpreting | these doctrines] : © For this 
freason too God the Word is named Christ, because he has 
*adhesion constantly with Christ'; and again: * He has 
* preserved the adhesion of the natures without confusion, and 
*we confess God in man ; we honour the man who is adored 
*with God Almighty through the adhesion of the divinity. 
Seest thou | how far |from the truth] his word |is|? For it 
is full of great impiety ; for he says that God the Word was 
named Christ singly, but that he has adhesion constantly 
with Christ. Does he not in effect speak of two Christs ? 
Does he not confess that he honours the man who is adored 
with God? Do these things then, O our brother,* seem 
to be akin to those which have been said by the former ?? 
They have not even any coherence * / with one another ; for 
he on the one hand predicates two natures in operation 
in him, they on the other hand one; that is, they confess 


1 See P. xv. 2 Seep, xiii. 3 Viz. the Easterns. 
© Literally : * one power of thought”. 
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and adore one Son and Lord and God, the same |pro- 

ceeding] from the Father in the divinity and from the holy 

Virgin in the humanity ; [we] say that a union indeed of 

two natures took place but we confess clearly one Christ 

and one Son and one Lord.! 

Nestorius, We ought to say unto thee, wise Acacius : why 
deceivest thou us > For thou hast confessed the union of two 
natures unlike one another and, wherein thou accusest Nestorius 
himself, thou seemest to confess |the same] with him, although 
thou sayest not that two Christs are predicated ; for Nestorius 
too seems not to have confessed two Christs. But, after 
what thou spreadest abroad concerning him, that he says 80, 
though he confesses not that two Christs are predicated 
therein, thou too seemest to predicate two Christs ; for thou 
speakest not of Christ in one nature but [sayest] that he is in 
two natures whole in their 0z5:a, unlike one another ; Christ 
exists in the divinity and in the humanity ; for in that he is 
two, the two natures also are named two Christs by one and 
the same name of Christ. For when two natures, unlike one 
another, are named by the same name, they are called two 
/ by homonymy. But thou sayest one in the union ; this also 
Nestorius says : that two natures [result in] one Christ, which 
are self-sustaining * in their natures and need not, for the 
Support of one another, that they should be supported by 

1 Labbe (Mansi), v. 3i7 Cc : dAX' ox &8e Taor' Exar NeoTopigp Borei” TErpamrat 
Be panAov 6 Trxonos aire t20s nav Toivarvriov. tn youy tm ExxAnyoias tf nyouperos* 
3:4 Toiro wat Xpiords 6 Beds Abyos GropdCerar, tmeidymep Exe Thy ouwvaqptay THY npos 
Tov Xpiorov Suvertj. Kal naw Govyxurov Toivuy Thy TOv Lowry Thpaper ovyd- 
p«av* 6uohoyaper Toy ty ivOpwngy eb” otBwper TO Thy beig ovvapeig T@ mavro- 
xparope ep ovprpooruvotueroy EivOperrov. GOpgs obv (v.l. om. obv) Goov tx 70 
dmyxes 6 AGyos avre ; dvooeBeias yap Ths dvwratw peptorwra Oey putv iSirws 
oouageobal por TO TOY Beon AGyor, Exav Be Thy ovvaqeaay Thy mpos TOY Xprorov 
bmvertj. Gp' oby ob vo Xprorors tvapytorara Atye ; obs ivOponoy Og ovunpoorv- 
vouuevoy otBev, our ols' Gnws, Guokoye; Tavr" ov GdeAqpa Tos map” Exeivoy pare ; 
OUK dyTefayovoay ex« mpos dhAmha TE wore ThY Biyayuy ; 6 utv yap Bvuo pnoiv 
evapyws, of 3e Xprorov @va, rat vity, rat ety, rat xiprov Gpohoyoucr mpookuveiy, TOY 
abrdy & narpos care TiIv bebryra, rat tx Ths dyias naphtvov rard Thy dvOponorhra. 
300 pey yap proewy Eoow yereobu papty, nhnv ta XKproTov, rai Wa vity, nat an 
xVpioy 6pohoyouper Jabs. 

* Syr. nfirin : (1) *protected?, (2) © abiding ?, (3) ﬆbi cavens, sibi curam habens 
(Payne-Smith, Thes. Syr., col. 2354). For Nestorius an element which can 
only exist in combination with others (e.g. soul or body in human nature) is not 


in itself a nature, See pp. 9, 37, 304, 314, etc. 
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the union ; but they have established the dispensation on our 
behalf. The divinity [is] not in need of the humanity, nor 
yet [is] the humanity in need of the divinity, because in their 
own nature they need naught. For it was not for the very 
divinity through the union with the humanity to become God 
without need, nor again was it for the very humanity to 
become man through the union with the divinity ; but | it was 
that] from [its] creation by divinity in [its] ordinary ! nature, 
although the union also was its as a result of its creation. For 
the union of the divinity came about not for the completion 
of the one ovsia but for the pros9pon of the dispensation on 
our behalf. Nor again [as to] the divinity, was the humanity 
for the completion of its nature, but for the pros9pon of the 
dispensation on our behalf. For they uphold the pros9por 
of one another, and for this reason there makes use of the 
Prosopon of the one nature the other nature, as of its own. 
Both of them make not use of the one and the other in 
common nor of composition for the completion of the nature, 
as the soul and the body [are composed| for | the formation of ] 
the nature of man, but there makes use of the pros9por of the 
one nature the other nature [as though it were] the same as 
its own. And for this reason the divinity also on account of 
the union is named Christ after the humanity which was 
anointed, and there exists / of two natures, of divinity and of 
humanity, Christ, one Son, one Lord ; through the union of 
the divinity and of the humanity the same is Son and Lord 
and God. For? the things which have been called one in the 
union—a * one ' which exists united in nature—are indeed not 
predicated distinctly as things which are predicated by homo- 
nymy; yet, if thou dividest them, the * one ' is not divisible 
with them. For in its own nature the ozs:as are together and 
it is named after both of them owing to its own nature. Thus 
[it is] that the soul and the body which are united are named 
one living being and are not called two living beings. The 
Soul and the body [constitute] one living being, because the 


1 Literally : * common”. 
? The rest of this paragraph seems to be a statement of the characteristics of 


a * natural union ' designed to show that that form of union is inapplicable to the 
* Union of the Nature” in Christ. 
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body lives not in its own life but in the union with the soul ; 
and for this reason, if they are divided, the life is not divided 
but there is [left] only [that] of the soul, since both of them 
are named after its nature one living being. 

Let it then be assumed for demonstration also concerning 
the divinity and the humanity that there is one #ro05/pon in 
two prosdpa ; that cannot be conceived [as] one without the 
union, but man [is] man and Gr? (rod. Both of them [are] 
one Son, one Lord. For when 1:1cy are distinguished it is not 
theirs that the latter should be called that which the former 
is; for this reason thou too confessest the union of two natures, 
and of two natures unlike one another; of the divinity and of 
the humanity, / complete divinity and complete humanity, 
one Christ, one Son, one Lord. Or callest thou perhaps one 
nature Christ and |sayest| not one Christ in two natures, and 
the union without confusion of the natures is superfluous ? But 
if two natures are one Christ, thou sayest, as Nestorius, in 
[respect to] the union, that one is named after the other. And 
why hurriest thou outwardly to pursue the others, when thou 
makest [thy] defence on their behalf and the two [opinions] 
are found in thee, the former and the opposite thereof? .... 

And further he * shows the same things : 


We suppose not in fact, as some of the former heretics have 
supposecd, | that] the Word which [proceeded] from God took 
a nature, that is, | that | he constructed by means of the divinity 
a bodily frame for him, but, in following everywhere the 
Divine Scriptures, we affirm that he took [it] from the holy 
Virgin. Therefore, as we accept in the understanding those 
things whereof was | formed] only one Son and Lord and Jesus 
Christ, we predicate two natures united ; but after the union, 
as though the diversity of two natures was now abolished 
by him, we confess | that] the nature of the Son is of one, but 
that he was made man and was made flesh; but if it were 
Said that he who was made flesh or was made man was God 
the Word, [all] supposition / of change would be ſar re- 
moved *; for he remained that which he was ; but let the 
union also without confusion be confessed by us. 


1 Vis. Cyril. 2 See P. xiii. 
3 Labbe (Mansi), v. 317 E: ov yap Tor xarh Twas T@v dpxauortpwuy aiperuav, tf 
dias xaBovra pvocws, Tovreart Ths Oeirtjs, Eavry karagoreviomu T9 Vapa Tov TOY 
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Nestorius. Thou confessest then those things whereof 
Christ is [formed], that is, the divinity and the humanity,”and 
thou hast confessed a diversity in the ovs:as and that they 
have remained without confusion ; but they have remained 
without confusion, as are the natures; even then in the union 
they have remained thus. How therefore do the natures 
remain without confusion, since they remain not after the 
union such as they are in nature? . . . . © For after the union 
* the distinction between the two is suppressed, and we confess 
*that the nature of the Son is one. For if the natures have 
not remained even in the union such as they were, but their 
own distinctions, whereby they were conceived as two, though 
remaining even in the union without confusion, are suppressed, 
there comes about a confusion, a confusion of change and of 
transformation, a coming to be in one nature. How then 
Seems it unto thee? * The union which was united in the 
natures took place without confusion.” Two then [are] they 
whereof was |formed] only one son and Lord and Jesus Christ, 
two also in the union; and the natural diversities, wherein 
they are conceived as two, are not suppressed, since the one is 
not the other in ozs:4 nor the other the one in ovs:!a. For 
Surely thou conceivest not so, but sayest not as / thou con- 
ceivest. How then in thy thoughts acceptest thou two 
[natures] whereof Christ is |formed|, whereas after the union 
thou predicatest one nature of the Son as though suppressing 
the distinction between two natures? Above thou sayest 
that those whereof one son is | formed] are two and later that 
the nature of the Son is one, as though the union of the 
natures resulted in the nature and not in the pros9pon. For 
the natures of both of them which have been united have 
become one. For this union, being variable and changeable, 


©eov AGyov bnovohooper., Enbuevor Be mavraxy Tais OeomvevaTos ypapars, tu Ths 
ayias naptevov AaBeiv avrov Thy odpra FraBeBarorueda, Tavry Tor Th, tf ov toriv 
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in that it takes place for the nature and for the completion of 
the nature, is not of two complete but of two incomplete 
natures. 

For every complete nature has not need of another nature 
that it may be and live, in that it has in it and has received 
[its whole] definition that it may be. For in a natural com- 
position it seems that neither of those natures whereof it is 
[formed] is complete but they need one another that they may 
be and subsist. Even as the body has need of the soul that it 
may live, for it lives not of itself, and the soul has need of the 
body that it may perceive, whereas otherwise it would see, 
even though it had not eyes and would hear, even though the 
hearing were injured, so too with the other senses. How then 
dost thou predicate one nature of two whole natures, when the 
humanity is complete, needing not the union of the divinity to 
become man? / For it is its to become man not through the 
union with the divinity but by the creative power of God, who 
has brought into being all that which existed not, although the 
union took place with its very creation." Nor was the divinity 
in need of the humanity as if for the knowledge or as if for 
the perceiving of human | perceptions]. How then resulted the 
union of the Son in one nature? Suppress then entirely the 
| theories pointing to] two natures and there will be room for 
that of one nature without soul, as Arius said, and without 
intelligence, as Apollinarius said ; and thou attributest unto 
man one nature outside all the natures and afterwards [thou 
sayest] this, that God the Word is not without need, because 
he is not a complete nature in that he needs the nature of man. 
But now in the same [place] thou sayest the opposite to all 
this : both | that there are] two whole natures whereof the Son 
is [formed] and that the union resulted in one nature of the 
Son. Nor has it therefore been conceived that there is one 
Son [formed] of these [two natures], and thou hast spoken of 
two natures united, and further [thou hast said] that [they 
resulted| in one nature of the Son and dost abolish that of the 
flesch. And for this reason after the union thou suppressest the 


1 1.e. the union of Christ's divinity with his humanity took place simultaneously 
with the creation of the latter. Cp. p. 237. 
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distinction between two [natures] in that the nature of the 
flesh has thereby been suppressed either because it has been 
corrupted or because it has been changed, and thou believest, 
however, in * one nature of the Son who was made man and 
was found in body'. Whom and what, whereof one Son is 
[formed], callest thou the nature? And what is / the one 
nature of the Son ? But the things which are united from two 
natures into one nature are conceived | to be composed] of both 
the natures which have been ur*ted in like manner as |some- 
thing] composed of simple |. ments]. Therefore the one 
nature of the Son is composite, and for this reason thou hast 
Said : * | He is] furnished however with a bodily frame.” How 
further will the distinction between both be suppressed, that 
he * may not be conceived [to be] with the flesh? And thou 
speakest of two and | sayest | that it is not right that they should 
be conceived [to be] two after the union, as though indeed 
suppressing the distinction between both. And thou speakest 
of one nature of the Son and attributest unto them the 
necessity of being conceived as two, in that thou sayest that he 
was furnished with a bodily frame after the union; for he was 
furnished with flesh in the flesh which was by nature flesh. 
Thou attributest therefore two natures unto the Lord after the 
union, one the nature of the Son and one the flesh wherein he 
was furnished with flesh ; or before the union two distinct 
natures, of the divinity of the Son and of his humanity, are to 
be conceived, and then they were combined for the suppression 
of one nature. And thus too, neither before the union nor after 
the union, is the Son conceived as | formed] of two natures ; or 
thou sayest this, that they continue disunited and undis- 
tinguished, and the nature of the Son remains alone [apart] 
from the nature of the humanity, as though suppressing the 
distinction between both; and thou castest before Acacius 
himself, as before a dog that is excited and infuriated against 
thee, the [view] that after the union the distinction between 
both is suppressed, and thou sayest that we believe that the 
ousia of the Son is / one ; and again [thou proclaimest |] before 
the Easterns that he however was furnished with flesh, in order 


1 Vis. the Word. 
2775 X 
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that they might not be excited. Thou hast also said this, that 
the union took place entirely without confusion, and thou con- 


cedest unto every man as he requires. 


Acacius." Yet verily and often indeed opponents will 
say: *Lo! evidently these, in making confession of the 
correct faith, name two natures and distinguish the sayings 
'*of the theologians according to the diversity of the natures. 
And lo! how is it that these —_ are not opposed to 
*thine, for thou art not persuaded that | one ought] to divide 
* the sayings unto two prosJpa or hypostases ? ' 

Cyril. But, O wise man, I say that there is written in 
the Articles that that man who divides the sayings 
between two pros0pa or kypostases, some of them as if to the 
man who is known outside God the Word and others of 
them as though suitable to God the Word alone, who | pro- 
ceeded] from God the Father, should be condemned. But 
we have not in any way abolished the diversity of the 
sayings, although we have ruled out the [phrase] © we divide 
them as ker hap the Son alone, the Word from the 
Father, and again as [dividing] the man known [as | the Son 
of a woman. For truly the nature of the Word is one, for 
we know that he was found in body and was made man.* 


Nestorims. By reasoning and the train of examination did 
he persuade / Acacius of these words and did he not lead him, 
as one that was bridled, to follow whithersoever he required ? 
For he said that there was a union of two natures whence 
there was |formed| only one Son and Lord and Jesus Christ 
and [that] the union took place entirely without confusion. 
How then is the nature of the Son one, that which thou hast 


| The whole passage is taken from Cyril's letter, and follows immediately on 
P. 392, n. 2; Nestorius has added the name * Acacius *. 
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Said is two natures—that is, [is] in the natures, [being] that 
which is of them. For there is not a nature which should be 
two natures whence there should be one and not two. * But", 
[thou wilt say], © through the union it is his to become one, and 
yet he became not one through the union, and [ it is right | that 
* we should conceive two without confusion with the diversity 
* of the ou5:as and further that we should not conceive two 
*but one'. . . . Who understands confus1on without con- 
fusion, and [how] to divide the sayings unto two prosdpa or 
kypostases? These things need much examination, an exact 
examination of identity and of difference. © If one divides 
the sayings unto two pros&pa or hypostases, [he says]|, and 
again: *Nor [is it right] that we should abolish the diversity 
of the sayings even in any single way. He who says that 
it is not right to divide the sayings into the prospa or the 
Aypostases further abolishes not even in any way the two 
diversities of the sayings. For in what way is it by no 
means right to divide the sayings unto the prospa or the 
hypostases? From / two thou keepest us afar off ; how there- 
fore hast thou not even in any single way abolished the diversity 
of the sayings? * Although we have ruled out the | phrase] 
*« we divide them ”, as [dividing] the Son alone, the Word from 
*the Father, and again as [dividing] the man who alone is 
*known as the son of a woman. For even truly the nature of 
"the Word is one, for we know that he was found in body and 
*was made man.' In what way then hast thou not suppressed 
the diversity of the sayings; whereas thou sayest that the 
eternal Son is by nature God the Word? Say [that] thou 
givest [unto him| also the flesh even in union and not in 
remoteness, what is the diversity of the sayings which thou 
hast not abolished? For the diversities are |those|] of the 
operations which are set before us and these diversities are 
based on the sayings ; for when there is no diversity [in the 
operations|, the diversity also of the sayings is suppressed. 
Thou confessest two natures of one Christ and Son, even two 
diversities, and thou makest the diversities of the sayings in 
accordance with the diversities of the natures and thou dividest 
also the sayings of the theologians. How hast thou joined 
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together the very things which are divided, thou that acceptest 
with a joyful voice him that divides them 2 How confessest 
thou two natures of the union of one Christ and one Son and 
again one nature of God the Word? For thou hast said that 
we confess / one nature of God the Word and not two united. 
Thou sayest one Son, because thou predicatest of the Son two 
natures without distinction, and thou attributest again one 
nature only nor yet two without distinction unto God the Word 
and sayest that he is the Son found in flesh and yet that he is 
not in the flesh, But, lest thou shouldest predicate one Son 
of God the Word in one nature found in flesh and another 
Son of two natures united, of one Christ and one Son thou 
darest not predicate one nature found in flesh, but thou con- 
fidently determinest the one nature of God the Word found in 
flesh. Why then? There is one Son, God the Word, [with] 
one nature and another Son with two natures whence proceeded 
the one Son alone! For the nature of God is not said to be 
two natures but one nature, in such wise that thou callest Christ 
one Son in two natures. And thou sayest all these things, [to 
wit,] both two natures of one Son and one nature of God the 
Word ; and thou speakest of the Son [as formed] of two 
natures unlike one another and further removest [one of them] 
from him and attributest one nature alone unto him ; and thou 
removest one | from him|—I mean the humanity—s0 that it 
becomes not the Son in the union, and thou art constrained by 
the word *natures ' to distinguish the properties of each one of 
them, whether thou art willing or whether thou art unwilling. 
/ For for what reason hast thou spoken of one nature of God 
the Word and not of two united? And further [for what 
reason| hast thou dared to say that there is only one God the 
Word [| resulting] therefrom, as thou hast said that only one 
Son | results] therefrom ? Let it be, as thou hast said, that 
two natures, which men would call united, are accepted in 
imagination; say thus also of God the Word, that thereby 
only one God the Word is two. I indeed predicate two natures 
united, following the Divine Scriptures and the divine teach- 
ings, and |I say] that God the Word is indicative of the nature 
but the Son of the pros9por, but [that] he is one [and] the 
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same God the Word. Thus [it is] that God is indicative of 
the nature but the Father and the Son and the Holy Spirit 
of the prosopa, For this reason the divinity indeed | is] one but 
the pros9pa three; for God is Father and God Son and God 
Holy Spirit. The pros9pa are not without ousia. But again 
in the same way—thus also concerning Christ | there are] two 
natures, one of God the Word and one of the humanity, but 
one pros0pon of the Son, that whereof the humanity also like- 
wise makes use, and one | of | the man, that whereof the divinity 
also likewise makes use. It is not of the nature but of the 
natural prospon of the natures | whereof they make use] ; for 
even in the union the natures remain without conſusion. 
Neither |are| the natures without pros/pa nor yet the pros%pa 
without 0zv5s:@, nor as in the nature of an animal has the union 
resulted in the completion of one animal ; it has derived from 
both of them / the | power| to become complete. Yet of two 
complete natures the one is predicated of the other by appro- 
priation and not in the nature, but in the natural pros9por of 
the natures and not in another nature. That which is another 
is [80] called by nature; for by the nature the Son of God [is] 
God the Word, in such wise that the humanity also makes use 
of the same through the appropriation of the union and not 
through the nature. For Chris! the same yesterday and to-day 
and for ever * [is| the same in prosgpon, not in the same 
nature. 

Why congratulatest thou thyself and confessest that the 
humanity and the divinity are not the very same in o0z5:@ or, 
as thou sayest, in natural quality,—if it is right to call the 
quality nature? * And further thou confessest that the nature 
of the divinity and | that| of the humanity are united without 
confusion ; thou understandest two which are unconfused and 
which are combined with one another. Thou confessest also 
[ these qualities] in respect to the natures because they remain 
without confusion. And by the nature of each one of them 
they are conceived as one, though thou confessest not by the 
pros6pon but by the nature. So thou suppressest both that 
are confessed without confusion by thee ; for thou confessest 


1 Heb. xiii. 8, 2 Cp. p. 321, n. 1, 
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that both were united without confusion, and further two are 
not to be conceived—-as though suppressing the distinction of 
both—as that which | is] one. If the inconfusion of both the 
ousias had not been in thy mind, how then sayest thou of that 
which was combined in one oz5:a / that one ought to confess 
this union |to have taken place] without confusion? And 
again let us s8uppose that those [natures] which have been 
united without confusion have not been united without con- 
ſusion * or, like the [view] which thou hast said, that the 
union took place for | the forming of | one Son from two natures. 
But after the union thou removest the humanity from the 
union which |resulted] in one Son, and it has been put far 
away from the union which | resulted] in one Son and is hence- 
forth conceived apart from the union. But this oz5:@ of the 
Son is conceived uniquely, nor yet are those | natures| whereof 
he is [formed] Son, but only one nature, conceived in the Son. 
Yet thou sayest that there is only one nature. 

[ Cyril.| But when the manner of the Incarnation * is 
investigated, the human intelligence sees inevitably two 
things which [are united] ineffably and inconfusedly in one 
union ; yet it distinguishes not entirely what has been united 
but believes that of two there is | formed] one, both God and 
Son and Lord and Christ.” 

Wherein sayest thou *one'? That they have been united 
in the pros9por of the union of the natures? Thus then the 
human intelligence sces those things which are united without 
confusion ; but they are without confusion in their own natures 
and in their own 0z5:a and thus they remain and are conceived. 
The one is not conceived as the other in o#57@ nor the other as 
the one. For in the matter of the oz5:as there is a distinction 
in the nature of each one of them : it both is conceived and 
exists. But in the combination of the natures there exists / in 
the same one pros9pon without distinction and without division. 


1 Syr: © Let us not suppose . . . . have been united... .' 

2 Sc, Wwowpdrwrris, | 

5 Labbe (Mansi), v. 320 D: Gray Toivwy 6 Ths oapkwoews TOAumpaypornra 
Tp6mos, v0 TA dAkhAois dropphras Te rat dovyxuros ow nTveypera ras" two 6p 
$1) navrws 6 dvOpwnvos voiis, evubtvra ye wuiy ditornow ovdapes. 6AX' Eva Tov tf 
dupoiy xat Geby, wat vioy, cat Xproroy, rat xoproy elvai Te kat moTeve rat dpapbrws 
elodtxerac. | 
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In the natural pros0por |there is] one nature, making use like- 
wise of the pros&pon of another nature. Thus therefore the 
natures which have been united are without confusion and are 
never to be divided in the same, in that in the matter of the 
natures they are conceived in the distinction of their own 


natures. 


Cyril. But the wrong opinion ! of Nestorius is | Something | 
entirely other than this; for he proves that he confesses 
that the Word which is God was found in body and was 
made man ; but, knowing not the force of * was found in 
body ' he names two natures and distinguishes them from 
one another, setting God solely by himself and likewise the 
man by himself, who has been joined unto God in proximity 
and in equality of honour only, and in authority. For thus 
he says : © God is not distinct from him that is visible. For 
* this reason I distinguish not the honour of him that is not 
* distinguished ; I distinguish the natures and I unite the 
adoration. . . .' But these our brothers in Antioch, accept- 
ing simply, as though in imagination only, the things whereof 
Christ is known | to have been formed], predicate the diversity 
of the natures—because the divinity and the humanity are 
not one thing in natural quality, as I have said,—as well as 
one Son and Christ and Lord ; and, as indeed he is truly 
one, they say that his pros9por / is one but distinguish not 
in any way at all the things which have been united.* 


Nestorius. And verily, if this had been truly [said], thou 
too wouldest have been more confident in this word, while I 
Should not be able to feel confident of being known thereby, 
but, as thou sayest, I should be making use | thereof | in sc/44ma, 
and thou oughtest to have confuted me before all the Council ; 


i SCE P. XV, 

2 Labbe (Mansi), v. 320 D: trepa 3 navreias napd ravryy 4 NeoTopliov Karo- 
Gofia (v.l. xevoBofia). wimorxpivera jaev yap Guokoyeiv, &ri rai toapkwbn ral 
evnvOpwnnoe Ocds by 6 AGyos, Thy Bt ye To) oeoapk@obau Buvapuy ove eidws, Fo utv 
ovopage pvoes, imodiapet (v. tl. dnoditorhor:) 3 dnAmAwv avras, Oedv Blg TWHeis, rat 
6polws dvpwroy ava pepos, ovapberra Ocg FreriXWs, kara puoryy TY iooTifar, 
tour avbevriav. tn yap ovrws* dxwporos To) pawoperov Debs. Fi Toro TOY uy 
XwpiCoutvor Tv TWAY ov xwpifc* xwpife TAs proas, GAA Eva Thy mpookuvnow, Of 
bv ye cara Thy AvTioxeray dFerpol, Th uty &f @v voeirar KpioTbs, &s & Yuhais rat 
pbvars tvvoiars dexoperor, procwy per elpyrac: Hapoper, ri jury Tavrov, ws Eqpmv, &v 
noloryT: pvorrh Oeorhs rat dvOpunirys. ta rye py vidy, kat Xprorov, rat Kuypiov, 
xat ws &vos Gvros G\nbas, w avrov rat 70 npbownov elviu pacw* pepiCovor bt war” 
ovdtva Tpomov Ta tvwpeva. 
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nor, when I had required [aught] of thee by request, oughtest 
thou to have kept it dark but to have waited for the whole 
Council ; and again, when I was summoned to the Council, 
thou oughtest not to have declined. For how often hast thou 
not done this very thing and wast refuting my wrong opinion, 
whereas I was not able to make use of any defence. For he 
who is confuted of imagining the contrary of that to which he 
clings in hypocrisy * condemns with all condemaations the 
wrongness of his opinion. Yet perhaps it is not so, but the 
' opposite. Whence knowest thou that I confess that God 
mn the Word was made flesh and was made man and yet say not 
= that he was made flesh and was made man? For he who was 
TY made flesh was made flesh in the flesh, while he who says that 
FE they * are divided and distinct * from one another does not 
| even confess the incarnation * at all; unless perhaps he con- 
Tk fesses / the [view] that he who was not made flesh was made 
| [1 flesch. For how are those things made flesh which are apart 
from one another without being united ? If therefore I confess 
two natures and that he was made flesh, from what [cause] 
have I been supposed to say that the natures are distinct and - 
far removed from one another, without conceding the being 
made flesh * and the being made man * of God the Word ? 
For thou hast said that I say*®: * God is not distinct from 
' him that is visible. For this reason [as regards] him that is 
"not distinct I distinguish not the honour.” How does he who 
Says that God is not distinct from him that is visible distinguish 
[the two]? For thou hast said that thou distinguishest not 
him that is visible from him that is invisible, and also that the 
honour of God is not to be distinguished ; nor, if I distinguish 
not God himself from him that is visible because he is not to 


1 Sc. npoowroAnypia. # Vis. the natures. 

* The specific meanings of the words * divide ?, © distinguish ', © separate ?, etc., 
caunot be pressed in this translation, The -ditors have appropriated one 
English word to each Syriac word, but the result is at times unsatisfactory, as 
here. The sense required is clearly * separate ', while the Syriac word is that 
rendered throughout by *distinct*, See the definitions on pp. 313-16. The 
Syriac translator Seems to have used these words very loosely and without any 
precise discrimination of meaning. Cp. p. 154, n. 1. 

# Sc. Gaprwo'ts. * Sc, evavOpamnors, elsewhere translated * incarnation ?, 

s See Crit, n., P. 401. 
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be distinguished, do I distinguish also the honour, © Who, 
hast thou said, * is not to be distinguished ? And from whom 
*is he not to be distinguiched ? And for this reason I dis- 
*tinguich not even the honour of him that is not to be 
distinguished.' But I say that I distinguish the natures but 
unite the adoration. Just as thou too hast accepted the union 
of the natures without confusion either in truth or in s$c/24a, 
thou distinguishest also the natures in the matter of the 
ousias whereof Christ is conceived |to have been formed |, 
whether thou art willing or whether thou art unwilling. Thou 
predicatest also the diversity and | admittest | / that the divinity 
and the humanity are not the same in natural quality, as thou 
sayest. For he that says that the divinity and the humanity 
are not the same makes by a natural diversity the distinction 
that the one is not the other nor the other the one. But the 
natural diversity is a distinction, The distinction therefore in 
the diversity and in the oz5s:@ of the natures is one thing and 
the distinction in the distance apart of the ovs:ias, which have 
been combined and united in the combination, is another thing. 
Therefore I have predicated the union of the combination of 
the natures, of the divinity and of the humanity without dis- 
tinction, [saying|] that God is not distinct from him that is 
visible; yet I have said that according to the union without 
confusion the natures are distinguished by a natural diversity, 
but I have called the adoration of those [natures], which are 
thus not to be distinguished and are to be distinguished, one, 
Seeing indeed that they have been combined in one pros0por 
and not in one ov5s:@a nor in one nature, because the union of 
the natures took not place in confusion ; nor further | did there 
take place] a confusion for the completion of one nature, 
because the union resulted not from incomplete but from two 
whole natures.! 

For every union which results by a natural composition in 
the completion of the nature results from incomplete natures, 
but that which | results] from complete natures results in one 


1 Here Nestorius gives the most concise summary of his position. He then 
goes on to contrast it with * Nestorianism? as commonly understood ; see 


P. 314, n. I, 
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mf fros6pon and subsists therein. For God the Word made not 
| 56 use of a bodily frame without soul nor / of a soul without will 
and without mind, nor of a bodily frame and of a soul instead 
of a soul and an intelligence. But thereby is distinguished 
the church of the Arians and [that] of the Apollinarians, which 
accepts not two whole natures which have been united. Neither 
do I distinguish the natures which have been united by abstrac- 
tion and by isolation from one another, nor do I speak of an 
adhesion through love and through proximity, as though it were 
between those which are far apart [and] those united by love 
and not in the ozs:as ; nor again do I speak of a union in 
equality of honour and in authority but of the natures and of 
whole natures, and in the combination of the ozv5s:as I concede 
if a union without confusion ; but in respect to one honour and 
to one authority I predicate the union of the natures and not 
| of the honour and of the authority. Otherwise, prove | it] by 
what I have said : © God is not to be distinguished from him 
* that is visible ; for this reason I distinguish not the honour of 
| *him who is not distinguished.” Where then have I said in 
| these things that I distinguish the natures from one another 
| and speak of God the Word by himself and the man by him- 
| | Self, [saying] that they adhered together by proximity of love 
" ' and by equality of honour or by authority? For, I have said, 
I distinguish not God from him that is visible, [I spoke] not 
of the proximity nor the equality of honour nor of the equality, 
but I said that I distinguish not God the Word himself in his 
nature from the visible nature, and by reason of God who is 
not to be distinguished I distinguish not even the honour ; for 
he is one thing and his honour is another, and his ows:@a is 
another / and whatsoever the 05:4 is is another. But, although 
I have said that I distinguish the natures and unite the adora- 
tion, I have not said that I distinguish the natures from one 
another by a distinction of distance, as thou accusest me in thy 
calumniation.! 

For if there had not been [any] other manner of distinction 
between natures than that only of distance apart, thou wouldest 
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1 Here Nestorius most directly repudiates * Nestorianism ' as usually under- 
Stood ; see notes on PP. 205, 224. 
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have well found fault with me for distinguishing them thus. 
But if there were many others, and especially | if ], in the matter 
of the natures which all our inquiry concerns, the union of 
which natures, whereof I have spoken, took place without con- 
fusion or change, how is this to thy thinking? And [yet] 
thou examinest up and down, as though I [had] said in this 
sense that I distinguish the natures ? * 

And thou bringest |word] that the others* divide not even 
in a Single way the [natures] which have been united. In the 
first place thou wast the first to say that they are distinguished. 
But these our brothers in Antioch accepting simply, as indeed 
only by reflection, the things whereof Christ is known | to have 
been formed], predicate the diversity of the natures, because 
the divinity and the humanity are not any one thing in natural 
quality, as I have said, but one Son and Christ and Lord ; and 
as indeed he is truly one, so we say that the prospor is one. 
But thou sayest that they divide not even in a single way the 
natures which have been united, while they have spoken of the 
diversity, / [saying] that the natural quality of the divinity and 
the humanity is not the same; and thou sayest that we ought 
not to divide the diversity, nor is it that there are the same 
things in nature, and therein thou predicatest the diversity. 
For in every way thou makest distinction, saying that there is 
a diversity and that the divinity and the humanity are not the 
Same in natural quality ; yet |thou makest the distinction | not 
in distance apart but in the matter of the natures, nor by means 
of a distinction consisting in a differentiation of functions,* but 
with an obvious meaning. How then do they not distinguish 
even in a single way those things whereof Christ is united and 
predicate the diversities in the 9s:a ? 

And further thou sayest : 

They accept not even the distinction of the natures, as it 

Seems to have been imagined by the exponent of | these| 


paltry inventions, but they define and distinguish only the 
Sayings concerning our Lord, saying that |[some] of them are 


1 Literally : © before thy face”. 

* There is no new paragraph marked here in the Syriac text. 
3 Viz. the Eastern bishops. 

« See crit. n., p, 401. 
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Suitable not to the Word which | proceeded| from God the 
Father as to the Son solely and |others| also of them 
again to another Son who |was born] of a woman, but 
50me|] of them to his divinity and [others] of them again to 
is humanity; for the same indeed is God and man ; but 
they s8ay that there are also others which [are] common, 
because they regard both of them—I mean, | the natures of | 
the divinity and of the humanity. . . .! 


I indeed suppose that he does not even know what he says : 
however, what I suppose [is] that he says the opposite / of 
whatever he says in sc/&ma that he confesses with the Easterns. 
For, if there were not a distinction between the natures, how 
hast thou said that they have predicated a diversity of natures ? 
And how are not the divinity and the humanity the same in 
natural quality, since they are divided in nature according to 
[ their] diversity? For therein, if it is supposed of me that 
I predicate a natural distinction, it belies [me] not ; they are 
not however [derived] from the exponents of |these] paltry 
inventions, for they are not my own inventions, but the 
apostolic faith and the teaching of the Fathers and thy own 
confession also, since thou art constrained and turnest it 
hither and thither that thou mayest say it without saying it. 

And thou hast confessed that those whereof Christ is 
[ formed] are two natures and [that they are] alien to one 
another in owsia: © We do not conceive that God the Word 
* has taken |aught] of his own, that is, divine nature and 
* has constructed for him[self] a bodily frame, following 
* everywhere the Divine Scriptures, since we affhrm that he 
* has taken | it] from the holy virgin. We accept as by reason 
© those things whereof [there is formed] only one Son and 
* Lord and Jesus Christ, confessing two natures which have 
* been united.” * And the natural distinction is not overlooked, 
for the indication of the natural distinction consists in their 


1 Labbe (Mansi), v, 321 A: obre wiv pvoirty napadtxovra: Thy Hraipea, ada 
Hpoveiv tbofe Tp TW O\iwy ebpmuaror dlomwymry: Hiapeiobar BE pubvas FraTelvorral 
Tas imi T@ xvpip pars mptruy T6 pow avrds, ov TAs puey bs vi rarapbras TH tk 
©Seov marpys Abye, Tas Be rat ws Ertpyp meaw vis, 7 tx yurairs GANAG TAS put TH 
bebrmri abrov, Tas bt neAw Th dv8pontryr:i avrorv. eds yap tor 6 avros rat dvOpu- 
mos. elvas bt pact wait Erepas xoworombeloas Tpemoy Twe, wat olov tn" dupu 
Exenovoas, beorhra rai dvBpunithra Atyw, 2 See P.-302, N, 2. 
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being called two; but, in respect to the natures, they are 
called two, for there is a natural distinction between the 
natures whereby thou confessest two but |addest] that they 
are united without confusion ; for this reason also | they are] 
two. 

/ Thou sayest again some thing else to the contrary, that 
after the union |there is] one nature, because the distinction 
of the two, both of them his own, has already been abolished 
for him. Therein it is not [possible] for him to come to 
terms with the Easterns. Thou sayest however that there 
is even no indication of the distinction between the two, not, 
[that is], the distinction of the union but |that] for the 
diversity of the ozs:as. But thou, O wise man, with all thy 
wisdom dost even confess two after the union and deter- 
minest to confess that after the union there are no more 
two natures. For thou predicatest two natures united ; it 
is evident that they are united before the union and not 
after the union. How then confessest thou two natures after 
the union and forbiddest us to confess two natures after the 
union 2 Which should we believe? The first or the second ? 
Or thine? Since thou confessest with the Easterns who 
confess two natures, but Acacius does not," |saying] that it 
is not right to confess two natures but one after the union, 
because the distinction into two has already been suppressed. 
Thou concedest unto every man as he requires. . . . * But 
*they accept not the natural distinction,* but define and 
* distinguish only the sayings concerning our Lord, saying that 
* they are suitable, yet not saying that |they are suitable 
* Some] of them solely to the Word which | proceeded] from 
* God the Father as to a Son and [others] of them again 
*as to another Son / who |was born] of a woman, but |some] 
*of them to his divinity and [others] of them again to his 
* humanity, for the same is God and man. ... . And me, 
lying, he calumniates as though predicating two Sons; and 
those things also which he has cited against me therefrom 
as well as from the letters and from these interpretations 


i See Crit. n., Þ. 401. 
2 Te. the distinction of natures ; see p. 316, n. 1. 
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which have been excerpted by him proclaim [it]. But [as 
regards] his having said that now they accept not the natural 
distinction * but define and distinguish only the sayings con- 
cerning our Lord, let us see what those that |are come] from 
the East have said, and in what way he makes use of these 
things: *As for the sayings of the Gospels concerning our 
© Lord, we know certain theologians who make [some| of 
* them that [are] common relative to one prosdpon.'* Hearest 
thou how they bave confessed? * Relative to one prosdpon ' 
and not to one nature. Why changest thou their confession, 
when they make those that [are] common, as thou hast said, 
relative to one common prospon? And thou makest naught 
common.” Whose do they make those that [are] common, 
since there is not [anything] common except [in the eyes of | 
those who make use of one prosopon? Predicate tnen a 
common pros5pon and predicate of one pros9pon the things 
that they make common. It [is this that] makes his one 
pros3pon common ; for that which is made of things | that are] 
opposite in anything is made common, $0 that it is therefore 
not sole but / common. As then a serpent receives a wound 
and coils itself up over the wound and conceals the wound 
itsell and unwinds itself anew out of pain and shows it, though 
unwilling, thus thou also darest to hide what thou hast con- 
fessed and afterwards hast confessed, though unwilling, the 
things which have been confessed. 

For hear thine own confession ; for they have required thee 
to confess with them the things which thou hast written. 


But as regards the sayings of the Gospels and of the 
Apostles spoken concerning one Lord, we know that certain 
theologians make |some] of the things which are common 
relative to one prospor but divide [others] of them as 
between two natures; those which are $suitable unto God 
they attribute unto the divinity of Christ and |others|] of 
them, and those them that are contemptible, unto the 
humanity. . . . . " 


1 I. e, the distinction of natures, 

3 [.e. because Cyril only allows of one nature. 

* From the letter which John of Antioch sent to Cyril by Paul of Emesa, 
Labbe (Mansi), v. 292 C: Tas be ebayyenivas rat Gmoorohinas mept 700 Kvpiov 


* See below, n, 4. 
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These things thou hast confessed | in such wise as] to imagine 
and to teach [them|; why art thou now keeping [them] 
dark? For thou hast said that the things which are distinct 
ſare] relative to two natures and not to one nature, nor are 
the divinity and the humanity the same, but the [attributes] 
of the divinity indeed [belong] unto the divinity and |those| 
of the humanity unto the humanity. They call not by two 
names one nature, which is distinct only in the saying and 
not in the oz5:a, as thou imaginest. For thou sayest that the 
diversities of the sayings are not suppressed but they have 
indicated in saying the natures and the distinction / of the 
natures. And thou confessest |so far as] to say that there is 
a distinction of the natures; for thou hast said that they 
divide the sayings as [relative] to two natures, [attributing 
*80me| of them, those which are suitable unto God, unto the 
* divinity of Christ* and not unto the same ozs:@ in respect 
to the humanity but to the nature in respect to the divinity. 
For they call not the divinity two natures but one nature 
and the humanity one nature ; for two natures are not named 
after one nature nor one nature after two natures. For con- 
cerning two natures they have said that a distinction should 
be made and not concerning two sayings which indicate one 
nature but which indicate two natures owing to the distinction 
of the diversity of the owvsza of the two natures.' * Those 
* indeed which are made common | they attribute] as unto one 
* Þros0p01N1, but others of them they divide as between two 
' natures, [attributing | those which are suitable unto God unto 
the divinity of Christ.. The common pros/por of the two 
natures [is] Christ, the same prospon whereof the natures 
make use even likewise, that wherein and whereby both of 
them, the divinity and the humanity, are known in ozws:a 
without distinction and with distinction. Neither the divinity 
nor the humanity exists | by itself | in the common prosdpon, 


pavas Taper Tovs Peohoyous (v.l. Bemyopors) dvOpwnovs TAS ptv KOWOTOONYTAS 
ws £* ev0s npoownov, Tas de Frawpourras ws emi bvo pvoewy rat Tas uev Beomperets 
Kara Thv beoryra Toy Xprorov, Tas be ranavas rark Thy dvOpamornra atrroo napa- 
$:0vras. 

1 Cp. the passage from Cyr. ad UVest. iti quoted on p, 325, n. 1. 
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| for it appertains to both the natures, so that therein and 
4» thereby both the natures are known; for it is one in the 
ousias.* For even the ovs:a of the humanity similarly makes | 
use of the pros9por of the ous:a of the divinity and not of the 
o1sta, and the ousia of the divinity / makes use of the prospor | 
of the hum:zIity similarly, and not of the ovs:a, as thou | 
pretendest. And they * predicate not [some| of them solely | 
* of the Word who [proceeded] from the Father as of a Son | 
* but [others] of them again of another Son who [was born] 
*of a woman ; but [they attribute some] of them unto his 
* divinity but [others] of them again unto his humanity ; for 
* the same indeed is God and man” . K 

If thou sayest *solely * in [the sense of | remoteness apart 
of the distinction of the natures, thou speakest not unto those 
who confess that the natures are united and that they have 
been united in one prosdporn and are two natures and indicate 
therein and thereby two natures which are known [as such]. 
But if thou callest him [one and| the same in nature $0 that 
the divinity, which was born of God the Father is one nature 
and likewise again [that which was born] of the woman, thou 
sayest that God is distinct from man only in the saying and 
[is] the same in ozsia.3 And thou speakest outside thine 
own confession and further art hastening to wage war with 
thyself. For how hast thou confessed with the Easterns the 
division into two natures, [attributing some] indeed of the 
Sayings which are snitable unto the divinity unto the divinity 
of Christ, and those which are contemptible unto the humanity 
of Christ, who is by nature the humanity and by nature the 
divinity. | They said] not unto the divinity of God the Word 
nor yet unto the humanity of God the Word, for God the 
Word is not two natures nor |formed| of two natures / or two 
names or many-named, [bearing names] which are the names 
of the one ov5:a itself. And |[supposing that] the divinity is 
not conceived in the nature but only in the saying, wherefore 
embroilest thou with thyself Acacius, thy loving and intimate 
[friend ], whom thou oughtest to have let go, whatever hap- 


2" _ 
” 4. 


cd, 


1 See crit, n., P. 401. 2 SEE P. ZIG, N, 1, 
3 See below, p. 325, n. I. 
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pened, who only in the simple term and in the saying agrees 
with thee, who dividest the natures not in their 0z/5/as, but in 
respect to the sayings which subsisted only in the imagination 
as Saying, which indicate no [real] definition and no [real] 
nature? In nature on the one hand and in the ovs:as they 
[would have] had no distinction because also they are not 
ousias; only in the sayings of the natures on the other hand 
they [would have] had a distinction, because therein it is 
theirs to subsist. 

Thus also of Christ * thou hast predicated two natures, 
but thou sayest that the distinction between them is not in 
the natures and in the ov5s:as but only in the understanding 
and in the sayings. * Our brothers in Antioch call those 
*things whereby Christ is known a diversity of natures, as 
* though merely accepting [them] in idea alone, because the 
* divinity and the humanity are not one thing, as I have said, 
*in natural quality” . . . .* Thou hast said in quality and 
not in ozsia. But the quality, however, is not the nature of 
the o#5:@ but either the 5sc/:4ma of the o157@ or of the nature or 
of [that which is] not ous/a or a view in mere idea * only 
expressed concerning the natures. [As for] this quality, it 
has not the natural / diversity of the natures but a diversity 
of the natures without oz5:2 ; yet thou sayest that they * exist 
only in the sayings, in reflection * about the natures, without 
oustas. And this he says, that they call the things whereby 
Christ is known the diversity of the natures, as though merely 
accepting them in idea alone, because the divinity and the 
humanity are not one thing in natural quality, as I have 


1 «Thus also of Christ. . . .” This passage seems to reveal an important 
difference of terminology between Cyril and Nestorius, Nestorius spoke 
indifferently of two * natures ' or two * ousias? in Christ, but he objects to Cyril 
Substituting * natural quality* for *nature?, assuming that a * quality? is not 
necessarily a real element in an object of thought, but may be something said or 
thought about it existing only in the mind of the thinker, But if for Cyril 
*nature* was the sum of the natural qualities ' (pvorat noryres) and they 
Sha.ed its reality, it is easy to sce how there was room for confusion, 

2 See P. 3ZII, n. I. 

3 Both * idea” and * reflection ” represent the same Syriac word, 

* The Syriac word is fem. plur.; as, however, all the nouns mentioned in the 
context are masc., we have taken this to refer generally to * the things under 


discussion *, 
2775 y 
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Said. , . . But they of Antioch are not content either to say 
this or to hear any man that says [it]; but they say that, 
touching the sayings of the Gogpels concerning Christ our 
Lord, we know certain divines who make |some| of the things 
that are common relative to one prosdpon, but divide [others] 
of thera between two natures. . . . They have said that they 
surely divide ; they have predicated the sayings of two natures 
and accept not the diversity merely in idea alone. It is not by 
sayings but by savings concerning two natures that they draw 
a distinction in the matter of the ozs:as. Two natures, which 
are to be distinguished by the sayings indicative of them, are 
distinguished. The natures are not without /ypostases," nor in 
idea without the /ypostases of the natures do they constitute 
[them] by sayings in reflection, but by reflection upon the 
natures with the oz5:as, if not upon the oz5:as and the natures, 
they establish the ideas and the natures. 

For the one is very distinct from the other; for the one says 
that they accept merely in idea alone the sayings about the 
diversities of the natures / and accepts not the idea of the 
natures with the ozs:as, but [says that] they are without 
hypostases and not subsisting, [and that] their origin indeed 
is from reflection and [that] they are whole in [its] wholeness. 
The other says that the idea and the sayings about the 
natures are indicative of the oz5:as both at the beginning in 
the idea and [afterwards] in the natures and in the ozs:as, in 
such wise that there are three kinds arising out of the nature of 
the ou5:as which are required of him who considers : the ovs:a 
itself and the idea of the 05:4 and the saying indicative of 
the idea. But whoever says that they [are] merely in idea 
alone, says two kinds [of things]: merely the idea and its 
own saying. For this reason he attributes the diversity to the 
idea alone of the nature and not to the oz5:a, but to a quality 
[resting] upon an illusion and upon a supposition of the nature, 
upon a $c/r&ma of the nature and not upon the oz5:a of the 
nature. For [as to] the quality of the nature and the s$c/&ma 
as well as the appearance of the 05:4, all these things indeed 
he deduces and infers that it * is without ozs/a. Who would 


1 Sec P. 156, n. 2, * Viz. the natural quality. 
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take account of one who makes use of divine things so disdain- 
fully? He has not one pure and confident idea and he reckons 
everything in this way and surely makes sport of those who are 
distressed in heart * and | who] are zealous to learn the truth.* 

And he is like unto Origen who says everything so that he 
may be accepted of every one, laying up favour with every 
one in whatever / he says, and persuades all [men]; [it is] for 
these things that he is hated of every one, because he turns 
about and suppresses the things which he has prepared by 
means of the opposite. For he wants every one to persist in 
whatever things please any one, and whoever changes them as 
an enemy 1s as the enemy of every one. And they rejoice not 
and are [not] delighted at the things which they have prepared 
[so much] as contrariwise they surely blush at the very things 
which they have prepared. The others * rejoice not at the 
things which delight him, for they suppose that they are 
outside the truth. But he makes [his] defence against those 
who have exalted themselves against him as against an enemy 
of the truth, namely on behalf of the faith of the Easterns, and 
he has not kept their own defence, such as it is, without an 
admixture | of falschood |, 


Cyril. For because the confederates of the impiety of 
Arius, in impiously adulterating * the power of the truth, 
Say that the Word which [proceeded] from God became 
indeed man * but made use of a soulless body, —but they 
do this craſtily, that, in distinguishing human sayings [as] 
his and proving to those whom they deceive that he was 
in a $state of inferiority to the sublimity of the Father, 
they might say that he was [of | another nature than he— 
therefore the Easterns, fearing this that perhaps then the 
glory of the nature of God the Word might be made in- 
ferior by reason of the things which are humanly spoken 
on account of the incarnation ®-with / the flesh, distinguish 
the sayings, not dividing the one Son and Lord into two 
fros0pa, as I have said, but distinguishing | some] of them 
indeed [as belonging] unto his divinity and [others] of 


1 Literally : *in whose souls distress has arrived ?, 

2 Note that Nestorius here charges Cyril's teaching with implied docetism. 
3 Viz, the Easterns. 1 Literally: * mixing untruth with ?, 

5 See n., on P, Xkiii. 6 Sc. evavOp@nyos. 
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thera again [as belonging] unto his humanity, but all of 

thera however [as belonging] unto one.! 

NWestorins. For if they attribute the divine and the human 
sayings unto the one nature of God the Word as diverse only 
in sayings, how do they escape from saying that the human 
[attributes] belong * to the ovs!@ of God the Word? But 
concerning the human [attributes] thou hast said that they 
[exist] not solely, [and] that they are indeed alien to the 
nature of the Father, secing that he is one. For he is not 
another in nature in saying |alone|, but also in ozs:a. For the 
ousia of man, as thou hast said, is the ozs:a of God: *f He is 
God and man.” [He is] then alien to the Father in every way 
whatsoever and he is inferior in everything according to thy 
own imagination, since thou imaginest that he is man also in 
the one same owvsia. For drive not by force, thinking your- 
selves wise, though you are not $so in the truth.3 They have 
distinguished the sayings, that they may be supposed to 
distinguish them as it were between two natures of oz5s:as, and 
they are blamed for an attempt against God the Word [in 
Saying] that these are imagined without ovs:/a in respect to 
the natures in idea alone, as thou feignest to call the ones and 
the others. But the others distinguish these sayings / as 
though between two natures which exist by o:zs:a, as in truth 
they exist, And they reject the calumny of the Arians 
against God the Word; for he who joins naturally the two 
[kinds of] sayings to the one nature and the same 05a, aids 
and abets the Arians in every way whatsoever, | teaching] that 
God the Word | is] alien to God the Father. 

1 Labbe (Mansi), v. 324 ©: en«dy yap of Ts 'Apeiov BvooeBeias imaomoral, Ths 
danbeias Thy buvajpuy dvooiws Exxanmnevovrres, TOY tx Qeoyd adi AGyoy yeveodm pe 
avOponov, nhiv ayvxy npooxphoaolta owpari: mnparroOuCt Bet TouTO qQuAOKarolpyws, 
iva Tas dvOpwnivas pwvas avr@® npooveuorres, ws W peioow Ora Ths TOY marTpos 
bmepoxns Tos nap' avrav n\avwpevors Emburvoueo, Erepopud TE avroy Elva ACywor, 
Tavry Toi $ebibres of ts Ths GvatoXhs, jt dpa mnws 7 Too Qeon Ayouv KaTas purpLroo 
36fa re at pvois dn ye Tay avOpwnivas elpmperuy 51A Thy pera capkds oixovoular, 
ZopiGouor TAs povas, ook ls Bvo TEurovres, ws Env, TOY Eva vily kat xopiov, GANG 
ras pt T1 beoryr: abroy npooveuorres, Tas Be Th dvOpwnoryr naw Th avror* nav 


Tas anagas evi. 
2 The Syriac adds a negative, presumably corresponding to the second negative 


in Gk. wy} ov, See p. xiv. 
3 Literally: *and you are not true ”. « 
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Cyril. This is not unknown to thy Saintliness, that, in 
casting upon my letters the faults of the ideaſs] of 
Apollinarius, they have supposed also that I say | that] the 
holy body of Christ was without a soul and that there was 
a mixing and a confusion and an intermingling and a change 
of God the Word with the flesh, or that the flesh was 
transformed into the nature of the divinity so that naught 
was preserved pure and that |the flesh] was not what it is. 
But with this they have supposed that I was implicated also 
in the blasphemies of Arius in that I was not willing to 
acknowledge the diversity of the sayings and to say that 
Some] of them are suitable to God but [others] of them 
are] human and suitable rather to the dispensation with the 

esh. But thy Perfection bears witness for me unto the 
others that I am far from such things as these ; but I ought 
however to defend myself before thoge who have been 
Scandalized, and for this |reason] I have written unto thy 
Piety that I have never been reconciled to the | teaching] of 
the adherents of Arius or of the adherents of Apollinarius 
and that I say not that God the Word was converted into 
the flesh nor that the flesh was altered / into the nature of 
the divinity, because the Word of God is unchangeable and 
invariable and incomprehensible in all things. Nor again 
have I ever abolished the diversity of the sayings, but 
I know that our Lord speaks at the same time divinely and 
humanly, because he is at the same time God and man." 


1 Labbe (Mansi), v. 324 D : ovs mtryvonxev 7 ON TEAaoThs, Uri This *AmoNwapiov 
$oftns TOY paHOov TAV Euay KAaTAXEOvTES EMWTONGY, wHhOnoav, I7t Kat Auxov Elva 
nm T0 aywov owpa Xproroy* rat Gt pants, 1 ovyxvors, h pupjpubs, 5 peraBony Tov 
Ocod AGyov yeyover els ThVv capa, t your Ths Gapkos uerapoirhots tis vow OeorhroOsS, 
ws pySev err owGeobar kabapes, ph Te pry elvar © eorTw, whOnouv Be mpos rTovrgy ral 
Tais 'Apelov pe ovupepeobar vopnpias, Fit Tor T0 ph ECOENeY Hrapopay elbera ova, 
ai Tas pev eivar Aeyew Ocomperets, Tas be avOpwnivas, kat npenovaas pAXNov Th 
oikovopuia Ty pera gaps, tyw De brt Tav TOHOVTwWY GMhANAypas, paprvphoacy (a 
ETEpors 1 0h TeAaubThs. mANv Eder okavOah obeow damohoynoagoba, Tavry To yeyupapa 
mp0s Thv GeooeBeray avror, ws ovre neppornra more TH 'Apelov, rat *AmoAwvapiov, ourE 
pv ueramenomobar roy TOY Qeoy AGyor els oapra nut, GAN) ovde els prow BebThroOS 
perapiva Thy odpica, $i T0 drtpenrov elvai, rat kvankkoiwrov TOy TOY Qeod AGyor* 
dvequrrov Fe rat T0 Erepov, obre wiv dvypnyka more pwvav Fiapopds* GAA” ofba TOY 
Kvprov Ocompenas Te Kal avOpwnivas fa Haxeyoperov, emel mep earw & Tavr®a cds, 
«at avOponros, Cp. the following passage from Cyril, ad. Nest. it, Labbe (Mansi), 
iv. 1077 B: Tas be ye & Tots evayyentors TOY Ewrnpos hi av owes, ovre UmOGTATECL 
Fvotv obre jury mpoownor KaTapepicoper* od yap torr tm\ovs 6 els nat povos XKptoros, 
wav tx Byo vohra rat Fraqppwr npayparwr tis EvorhTaA ThVv Epepro Tov TuErnveyperos, 
Kadatep apex wat avOpwnos tx yuxns voeira at owparos, rat os UrmNons pankoy, 
GAN” els &f dppoiv* GANG Tas Te avOpwnivas, rat mpds ye TourTp TAs Oeikds, map' ws 
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Westorius. How hast thou said all these things which are 
supposed against me because thou wouldest not acknowledge 
the distinction between the sayings, when thou hast not 
abolished the diversity of the sayings? How art thou sup- 
posed, after what thou hast not abolished, to be reconciled 
to the [views] of Arius or to those of Apollinarius : that 
God the Word was changed into the flesh or the flesh was 
changed into the nature of the divinity? For in that thou 
makest [it thy] defence that some persons suspect thee of 
being unwilling to acknowledge the diversity of the sayings, by 
the very cause of [this] defence thou accusest thyself, as though 
thou hast given cause for them to suspect thee. But in those 
things, whereby thou defendest thyself, saying ©I have not 
abolished the diversity of the sayings ', thou accusest thine 
own self both in the eyes of those who suspected thee, and 
especially in the eyes of Acacius, without any occasion for 
Suspicion, as indeed he had accepted these very sayings which 
formerly thou usest not to accept. Either how knowest thou 
of thyself that I have not abolished the diversity of the sayings, 
while thou art supposed [to have done] / the contrary ? Or 
how hast thou said that God the Word was not changed into 
the flesh and the flesh not into God the Word and [that] the 
diversity is only [one] of the sayings and not indeed of ozs:as, 
and that the 05:2 of the divinity persisted in its very | nature 
and the ous:@ of the flesh persisted in the very ovs:@ of the 


elpnobar raxeogueba ppovouvres opbas, orav pev yop Oeompenas Atyy Tepi eaurou 
'0 twparws Epet Ewpare TOY MaTepa, wat 'Eyw rat 6 TlarThp tv toper, Thv 
belav atror rat dmbppyrov evvoonper row, ra?” hv rat & £07 mpos TOY EauTor Tlarepa 
$a Thy Travriryra Ths obgias, eixrwy TE Kat Xaparrhp rat inatyaoyua Ths 
doftns avrouv Grav Be T0 rThs avOpwnornros perpov our driuatov, Tos "Tovdaiors 
npoohaly Nov bt ue CyrEire GmorTeELY al, avOpwnoy bs Thv GAmberay vuiv 
AceAdaAnaa, naw oodtv fyrrov avroy Toy & iovryri Te rat Gpowrnyri Tov Narpds 
Ocoy Adyov rat tk TOY Ths dvOpwndThTOS avro? perpwr emywwakoper, @ yap torw 
dvayKaiov T0 mWTEEY, G71 Qe0s Ov pro yEyove capt, fryouy AvOpwmos Epyuxwutvos 
wuxy Aoyirn motov av Exor AGyov T0 Enaroxuveobai Twas Tais map" avroy pwvais, dl 
yeyovaow ivOpuronpenws ; & yap mapamroiro TOVs avOpwngy npemovras AGyovus, Tis 6 
dvayrxacas yeveobar was” huas ivOpwnov ; 6 Be rabeis eaurov Bt” hudas els Exovorov 
xevoow, ia moiav alriay napatroiro bv Tos Th kevaou mpetmovras AGyous 3; i 
Toryapoiv npoowng Tas ew Tos evayyeniors maoas dvabertov quvds, vmooTaTE pug TY 
Toy A6yov oeoapkoptry, (Quoted from Bindley, Oecumentcal Documents of the 
Faith, 2nd ed., p. 127; cp. Labbe (Mansi), loc. cat.) ? See crit. n., P. 401, 
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flesh, if their ozs/as were not changed? Or how assignest 
thou human and divine [attributes] unto the one nature of 
God the Word, in such wise that God the Word is in the same 
[0514] God and man and was not changed into the flesh or 
into man? For it is impossible that both of them should be 
in the same ov5s:a, when the one ov5s:a is not as also the other 
[is], or perhaps becomes not existent. And is it what it 
became and is it changed into what it became, that is, into the 
ousia of man, or [is] the oz5:a of man [changed] into the ozs:a 
of God? If God and man are in one and the same ovsia and 
in one nature, while the distinction into two is suppressed, how 
are the o015:@ of the flesh and the ovs:4 of God in their being 
without being changed, since they are not to be conceived in 
the natures wherein they are without change ? Yet if indeed 
they are conceived without change, how are they which are 
two not conceived [as] two? How is the distinction into two 
abolished and suppressed ? How would these, even though 
it were a stone or a demon to whom naught that was pleasing 
was pleasant, not move and sink / to the perception of their 
baseness ?? For he proclaims that the work is his own and, 
like those that are s8urely mad, that he does all things and 
Says this and that and other things and all things and nothing. 

But he makes all men adhere, however, to absurdities such 
as these, though they understand neither what they are s8aying 
nor what they are affirming. For they have not one and the 
same idea concerning the same thing, but they deny and 
persist in those things which they deny that they confess, as 
though they are indeed the true faith and cling in | their] faith 
to the things which are not of the faith and believe not the 
things which are evident and are confessed by all men. For 
the faith is one thing and the nature is another; for he who 
says that the things which are evident and known in respect 
to the ovs:a are something else in respect to the faith, sup- 
presses not the | properties residing|] in the nature but seeks to 
persuade | men] of those which are not in the nature. But that 
which is in the nature is compulsorily * that which the pros9por: 
is. For example, [in] what he says of the bread: * /? 7s my 


1 Or © absurd behaviour ?. 2 Oi fin might”, 
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body,” * he says not that the bread is not bread and that his 
body is not a body, but he has said demonstrably bread and . 
body, which is in the ozs:a. But we are persuaded that the 
bread is bread in nature and in ozsia. Yet in believing that 
the bread is his body / by faith and not by nature, he seeks to 
persuade us to believe in that which exists not in oxs/a in s8uch 
wise that it becomes this by faith and not in ozwsia. If it is 
[a question of the] o57a, what is the faith worth > For he has 
not said : © Believe that the bread is bread,” because every one 
who $sees the bread itself knows that it is bread, nor further 
does he make it be believed that the body is body ; for it is 
Seen and known of every one. But in that which it is not he 
requires us to believe that this is [s0], in such wise that it 
becomes this by faith to them that believe. Therefore it is not 
possible that the [properties residing] in the os! should be 
one thing and another in one [thing] of which we should 
believe that it is said to be another, though it exists not in its 
own 0151a, that they may become two and be alien to one 
another in the 0:75:24. But he who therein suppresses the 05a, 
therewith suppresses that too which is conceived by faith. 
Therefore also it is not in any way pleasing that we 
Should openly make use indeed of what he thus says; for 
surely he is deceiving [us], since he accepts and suppresses 
these things so that he proves to every one that there are 
[views] true and false, both of orthodoxy and of heresy, in 
him; and I have obeyed him as one [would do] in what he 
requires, Nor have they been able to prove in any of those 
things which have been said by me that I am an heretic, but 
he has proved me / in all the [doctrines] of orthodoxy. And 
the things which he stirred not up in the beginning, he had 
stirred up in the [arguments] wherewith he defended himself, as 
he has now also defended himself on behalf of the Easterns, 
howbeit boldly and cunningly. But some one will say : * Why 
* have the Easterns accepted the deposition of thine Impicty 
* whereof they accuse thee,? although however thou hast taught ® 
*nothing at all alien [to the faith]? But they too seem to 
*accuse [him] of the same things whereof thou accusest him 


1 Matt. xxvi, 26. * Syr. *it?, ze. thine Impiety. 3 See crit, n., P. 401. 
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*and they set aside these things while accepting also those very 
*things, and there is nothing more. . . .' For we ought to 
ask the one! and the others * likewise concerning these things. 
But if you are willing to learn even from me, I will speak of 
that which [has become known] gradually unto every one, 
not that I may be accepted and helped by men—for I neglect 
for my part all human things, since I have died unto the world 
and I am living unto whom I am living—but I will speak 
because of those who have been scandalized, not of myself nor 
aſter my own [words], but after this man himself * whom 
Christ has constrained to make defence on my behalf. For 
they have said naught else except that they have been 
constrained by the command of the Emperor to accept all 
these things. 


Cyril, The bishops at Constantinople have said : © The 
* pious bishop John must anathematize / the teaching of 
* Nestorius and confess in writing his deposition.' 


Nestorius. Therefore until then, according to the bishop 
of Antioch and according to the Easterns and according to 
the orthodox bishops, I was bishop. 


Cyril. As then the pious Emperor agreed with them 
very joyfully therein, my lord the admirable tribune * and 
Secretary Aristolaus was sent for the correction of this 
[business].* But when the command of the Emperor was 


1 Viz. Cyril. ? V/iz, the Eastern bishops. 

3 Syr. /ribind = Lat. tribunus. 

* The Syriac text ascribes the words *As then the pious... of this [business]* 
to Nestorius, making the second quotation from Cyril begin at * But when the 
command , , .” The correction, accepted by both Bedjan and Nau, is based on 
. the Greek original, of which the whole section is here printed ; cp. Labbe 
(Mansi), v. 309 E: 6 evoeBeoraros rat quAGxproros Baothevs, Thy imep T@v dytcov 
exKAnowv ppovrida nnkeioThMV Gomv ral dvayraiav MOOUpevos, ob pophTIY Tryeiro THV 
TouTeoy S$x6voav., peraneubapevos Tolivuy Tov evhaBtoratrov rai BeooeBEaTaATOY 
enioconov Ths dyias KeaworavrwounonTay Erranyoias Mafipuayby, rat ErEpous Be 
nAcioTOvs T@Ev avT60 kaTuAnuueruy, Tiva BY Tpomov tic peoov puey yevorr' iv TwV 
trxAnoav 7 apopd, rexhhoovra be mpos elpyvyy of TEv Oeiav lepoupryot puornhpioy, 
Gieorenrero, of && Epaorov, ws our iv ETEpows yevurro Tour more, 008 av els 
0poyuxiav EXbotev Thv mpds EAAHAovs of wept Ov 6 AGyos, pul) mTpoavareinavros anrors, 
Kat oiovet TpouTgkreromoapeor Toy oveopor Ths Gpoyuxias, nat Cpom:oTiIAas* EQaTKOr 
TE, O74 TO Ths OeooeBeias Eumneor Emiokonoy 'Imarvmy TOY *AvTioxeias Gvabeparion 
det Ta NeoTopiov 36ypara, rat tyypagos Guonhoynou Thy rabaipedw avroi, Kai, T6 ye 
hxov, «ls Aunas ibias, 6 Ths 'AXefavdpeias tmioronos dpurnporhou Te $ia Thy drydnyy, 


—__ 
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Shown unto the Easterns, as though it had been | issued] 
by the will of the holy bishops who were assembled in 
Constantinople the capital, they were assembled-—I know 
not what they thought—with the saintly and pious Acacius, 
bishop of Aleppo,!' and made him write unto me about the 
raanner of the reconciliation of the peace of the churches ; 
[that] it ought not to take place otherwise except in so far 
as it seemed good unto them. But this demand was hard 
and serious; for they were requiring that all the things 
Should be suppressed which had been written [by me] in 
letters and books and writings. 


Concerning what had taken place after the enforced peace.* 


{Vestorins. Until then, when they wrote these things, the 
other * also was [to be found] among the heretics, when every 
one, and not [only] certain individuals, knew and was blaming 
the things which were written by him. The hand was | the 
Emperor's] which led them by force, while there was / nought 
at |my] disposal to be done against what they were requiring. 
For all those who hear us have understood—for |many a| one 
used to suffer with us owing to the violence which took place 
by the command of the Emperor—that they have brought me 


«at nap” ov3y tyhoerat 70 vBpiobar kari Thy 'Eqeoiow. rai To: maryxanency TE 
«at $voouoTOv Ov, owawtoavros Toivuy, hobtvros dryav Emi TovroS TOY evoeBeoraTOU 
Baciktws, aneoraan avro Touro karoph@awmy 6 xypils pou, 6 Oavuaoiwraros TpiBouvos 
Kat vorapios 'ApoT6Anos, tmerb\ Be Trois rari Tiv tway T0 Baoiurov evepavio0n 
beamopa, rat wy perd vans yeyovos Tay ebpeberrwy EmioKonuv Kara TV peyarmy 
KovoravrwounoAy, os ols' tri, oxonhoavres, ownxOnoav puev mpos Tov 00 uwraTrOV 
«ai OeooeBeoraroy Ths Beppoiaiuy tmioronov 'Ararov, paar Te mpds pe mape- 
oxevacay, tri Tov Ths ovuBeoews Tpemov, fhror TOv Ths elphyys TEv dyioy Exr)nowav, 
ovx trepws yeveoba mpoohre, « wh rari T0 avrois boxoiv. Tv It 3) dpa Touro 
popruxoy, kat Bapy T6 airmua* fbehov yap dpyhom pev ovpmavra TE nap" tuov 
ypoperra tv Te emoToAais, ral T6pos, xat BiBXMiors, ubvy Ie treivy ouvbtobam Thy & 
Nuraiq napd Twy dryiov huwv naTepwy Sprobeion more. 

} Nau points out that the name * Aleppo ' is due to the Syriac editor ; for the 
Greek has ©Beroea', The See of Beroea only changed its name to that of 
Al:ppo in A. Þ. 638. See p. xi. 

* According to Bedjan and Nau, these words are to be regarded, not as the 
closing words of the extract from Cyril's writings, but as the Syriac editor's 
heading of the following section, Bedjan proposes to place here the beginning 
of Bk. II, pt. ii, instead of on Syr. p. 459. 

5 Vie, Cyril, 
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to [such] an extremity as this. But some one will grow angry, 
[asking] for what reason they abode not by the things which 
they once judged. For they are but slightly busied, [in 
taking measures| against what has been carried out against 
me for the sake of the correction and the confession of the 
faith and the agreement of the churches. Like the manner, 
however, of a tyrant when he comes to capture and cannot 
take a city, but for the declaration of peace seeks to procure 
the death of him who is fighting for them against him, that, 
when he has procured it, it may be defeated, thus the latter 
too has asked for my deposition to be granted without judge- 
ment. Let this be [so]. It concerns not me | to busy myself | 
with what has been carried out against me, but only that there 
may be peace among the churches. And I endure all things 
for the ordering of the churches. But all things have happened 
to the contrary. 

For after he [had] received that for which he was anxious, 
he both reduced them under his hand for the sake of an 
*apparent peace | and knew that he profited naught by what 
was carried out against me; but the confession of the faith, 
for the sake of which there was war against me, was confirmed. 
And it had been evident that there was enmity and violence 
and that it was a proof of the things which were taking place 
and that it would be possible for them also easily to be kept 
Secret. But, that this might not take place, and further that 
my own enemies / might not become his accusers, | namely | 
those who had formerly aided him in the things which were 
carried out against me, he began to be drawn towards the 
confession of the faith, showing himself wise and making $sport 
of the two sides with contrary confessions [of faith]. But they 
accurately examined and knew that certain among them were 
become enfeebled and had suffered many things, without even 
having been accounted worthy of any aid. And for this 
reason they were not easily breaking the peace which they 
[had] made as a result of the writings which were written 
by them from one side and another, desiring to be left in 
the same [circumstances], that they might think thus. But 


1 Literally : *a peace of sh&ma ?. 
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because he | had been accused by those who were clinging to 
his [side] and were confessing | the same faith] with him as one 
who went beyond the common opinion and had destroyed 
alone the zeal of all of them by his authority and by his 
disdain of them, he feared lest they should be alienated from 
him or rise up against him, and he was zealous to perform 
more than they were requiring. 

And like the manner of those who are taken in war, [who,] 
seeking to prove that they are like-minded with their captors, 
spare not friends nor sons nor fathers in order that they may 
make them believe that they hate their [own] race, so also he 
immediately inclined himself to rise up against the Fathers 
who aforetime had passed away, against Diodorus and Theo- 
dorus, who were the common Fathers [of all] both while they 
were living / and when they [had] passed away, both his own 
[Fathers] and ours the sxame. Although he designated them, 
with whom he used to participate, as the enemies of every 
man and was clinging to the very Fathers and to the ortho- 
dox, yet he had even obtained with all zeal their own labours 
on behalf of the faith and had commanded [them] to be sent 
unto all. Yet, while he 8ought however to persuade [men] 
that: he held not back against me out of hatred, he was secking 
to anathematize those against wiom no one would have 
expected nor even [have made bold] to suppose that he would 
have dared any $uch thing. And, what is baser* than all 
things, he destroyed the sermons which were published ® against 
Apollinarius and supported those of Apollinarius, saying, * It 
is the faith of the Church ', [Do you ask] on which party one 
would lean : on the party of Apollinarius, or that of the holy 
Fathers in all the world whom also all the world glorifies and 
whom it has reckoned with the single zeal as [of] a com- 
mon mouth against Apollinarius and Arius and Macedonius 
and Eunomius and all the heresies, or on the side of Apollina- 
rius? Suppose that I, who have not been obedient in the 
things which thou hast required of me, have been an enemy 
unto thee ; for what reason dost thou war on my account with 
those who have passed away in orthodoxy? Or perhaps thou 


1 Vie. Cyril. ? Or, * more absurd ”, 3 Literally : * made”. 
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warrest on account of them who [are] with me? / But, that 
I may speak the truth, thou warrest with every man because 
of thine impiety in all things. 

Tell me : Were there not Basil and Gregory in the days of 
Diodorus ? Were there not also at Alexandria bishops known 
for [their] conduct and for [their] words? Were there not 
at Rome accomplished men who would suffice to stand up 
on behalf of the churches? And were not they who were 
doctors in all the world [sufficient] to stand up on behalf of 
the churches, men who were not [living] in luxury and in 
glory and in honour and in pleasure, but in persecutions and 
in distress and in wars and in fear, who had preserved and 
kept the true faith without wavering, | rather | than he who was 
an heretic and deceived—that is Diodorus, who was in every 
man's mouth and is handed down in books and was a | cause 
of] fear unto heretics, who by the word of doctrine and by 
divine grace raised himself up against the commands of | his] 
Majesty for the people of God and let them not perish but 
increased them manifold, and the whole concord of the churches 
was won by him? Then he was not an heretic neither for 
them of that time nor yet for thee thyself nor for thy | followers] 
nor yet during the disturbance itself which thou madest against 
me. But after thou wast encouraged and wast entered | on the 
way| whereon thou wast entered and |hadst] reached this 
tyrannical agreement,! then were Diodorus and Theodorus 
and the rest of the others / become heretics in thine eyes. For 
the way was becoming [open] before thee also against Basi!l 
and Gregory and Athanasius and Ambrose and against the 
rest of the others who at the same time said the same things. 

Who is there who would not groan that this idea was come 
[to pass]: that, encouraged by the commands of | his] Majesty 
and by fear and by punishments, they were constraining the 
Easterns and, after the peace, were dragging and bringing 
them like captives and pressing round them to make them 
anathematize their Fathers? They reached this peace and 
this unanimity: thus they thought one thought, thus they rested 
from the suffering of wrongs, when they [had] delivered me 


1 Literally : * reached this tyranny of the agreement ?. 
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over to my enemy. Because they were fearful, they were 
saying that it was better that one man $should suffer injury 
and [that] the faith should prevail. But would indeed that 
this had been true! How this would not irk me! But on the 
contrary I should have surely rejoiced when aught for which 
they were eager was receiving correction. But on the contrary 
they had suffered for [the words] which they allowed me |to 
say | and for the things which they let be said and further | for 
those] which people allowed them not to say, though I myself 
was 8aying them, and for which they had cast me out. And 
aſter that they fought against Theodore and after him against 
Diodorus and then also against every single / one of the rest 
of the others, and they were intent on the same intention, 
having set themselves to drive them out with me, as indeed 
they were saying those very things and naught else. And 
they ought either to drive them out with me for the same 
[reasons] or to accept me, even me, and to accept them too. 
But they dared not say that I should be accepted, because 
they had once driven me out; and it would have been 
necessary also for them, though grieving, to drive them out 
and afterwards for these same [reasons| to drive out also the 
others themselves, because those others were imagining and 
teaching the same things, and |saying] that these things were 
true, And with this boldness he hoped to rise up against all 
the saints to accept [their doctrine] and thereupon to invert 
and to alter the things which he [had] received. 

For this man himself * showed his [true] self after the 
original confession | of the faith], both gradually adding and 
subtracting and saying the same things ; and he denied therein 
the compulsion and the authority, acting and scheming until he 
suppressed | the doctrine] that those whereof Christ is are two 
natures ; and he. placed the natures in the names and not in the 
ousias and imposed the confession of one nature as if by law.* 
Then, in striving to undo and to overthrow those who predi- 
cated two natures, [he attacked, ] not indeed all of them at the 


1 Vis, Cyril. 
2 This is ilestorius*' most concise summary of Cyril's position as he under- 
stands it, 
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same time, but / in the first place certain men, in order that, 
when he [had] prevailed against the latter, he might go to war 
little by little against the rest of them, as against persons who 
were saying these [same] things as the others. For those too 
of whom they were making use in [bearing] witness to what 
the others [had] said, were saying those very things—and this 
is not a new discovery—|[and] he was driving them out as 
heretics. And I too say these |same] things as those [others], 
and thus they confess as heretics! And they and all of them 
at the same time were increasing this very depravity of impiety 
in the face of every one. For he was not citing the |words] 
of the orthodox and of those doctors who | were] before me $50 
as to prove that I am an heretic, but on the contrary he was 
taking my own | words] against them that he might prove that 
they [were] heretics, because the things which were said by 
them were like unto mine. But let us show also the things 
which were coming to pass after these things and took | their] 
beginning therefrom, 
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BOOK II. PART I 


Concerning what was done in the time of Flaman. 


Now after Proclus Flavian became bishop of Constantinople, 
a man who was used to comport himself with uprightness and 
with reverence, but had not the ability to speak in public and 
to expound his discourses, He then who was accusing all the 
bishops, he who / was left behind alone of the rest of the others 
who had passed away, that is Eutyches, took heart, and, 
because he was not a bishop, set himself by means of the 
authority of [his] Majesty [to behave] otherwise—as bishop 
of bishops. For he was taking charge of the affairs of the 
church, making use of Flavian who, by reason of the greatness 
of his humility knew not the things which were being prepared, 
as of a, minister in [the execution of] the things which were 
being commanded at Constantinople, while he was driving out 
of the church as heretics all those who were not holding these 
views of his; but those who were aiding him he raised up and 
aided, But apart [from this] he was making use of the 
authority of the Emperor, a reliable authority, and he was 
unwilling that two natures should be predicated of Christ even 
in saying, and was mocking at the Fathers who spoke thus, 
TIE blaming them as hypocrites who by hypocrisy were dissem- 
al ||! * bling the truth or [who] like heretics expressed these | views] G 
{ of mine, since the doctrines of those men ought not to be 
embraced in the judgement of the faith. Thus, while he was 
confirming and preparing these things by the authority and by 
the commands of [his] Majesty, all the East was disturbed at 
these things and there was no place that had not been stirred 
| up, because he had set aside all things as things / that were 
ll | happening in sA#ma; and already he was openly constraining 
UE them either to say things which they wanted not or to suffer 
8 wrong and to receive punishment. 
For Flavian had heard that the churches were disturbed 
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anew over these things and the monasteries were divided and 
the people were rising up in parties,* and that already the fire 
was kindling in all the world owing to those who were going 
and coming and were preaching various things that were 
full of impiety. And he* sent unto him,* as they say, 
requesting him and beseeching him to spare the churches of 
God which were much distraught by the disturbances which 
had taken place aforetime and for which those things sufficed 
which had been settled while there was peace, and not to stir 
up against him © that which was not stirred up against those 
*who were before me, lest it should be supposed that it was 
*not stirred up against them out of fear, whereas | it was $0] in 
*my own days because of the greatness of [my] negligence ; 
* for I confess that TI am a miserable man. But what couldest 
*thou have befall thee more than others? Yet, on account 
*of my humility, even thou directest the episcopate and I 
© have done everything that thou hast commanded without 
© declining. 

But the other * on the contrary was saying : *fI aid thee / in 
* the episcopate and thou oughtest to rejoice in the change : that 
© these things, as they were being [done] out of hypocrisy, 
*against them that | were] before thee will take place in thy days 
* without hypocrisy. For now, to be sure, it is supposed 
*that men have been purified from these | heresies] of Nestorius, 
whereas they have clung to his [views] ; and we are supposed 
to have had a personal enmity towards the man and not | one 
* conceived] on account of his impiety, since we have indeed 
*condemned him but have let his faith flourich., Yet we ought 
*entirely to drive out the things which he has said and con- 
* fessed; for he was not sent away as confessing two natures 
© distinguished from one another and | that] each of them was 
*by itself Son, but because he confessed two whole natures 
*and one pros9p0n of two, which of constraint are called two 
"natures in that the Son is named Son in each of the natures.” * 

But when Eusebius of Alexandria, who was bishop of 
Dorylaeum [and] who was regarded as a confessor because of 

1 Literally : * in division ', ? V/is, Flavian, 3 Vs. Eutyches, 

* There is no new paragraph marked here in the Syriac text, 
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the words which had been said [by him] against me,* had come 
unto Eutyches, he * indeed praised the freedom of speech which 
had been [taken] by him against me in the things which were 
done against me. He said :* ©It would be suitable to thy 
* freedom of speech itself to extirpate those who are encouraged 
*by the impiety of Nestorius, and for this reason God himself 
*has sent thee, not indeed as though thou lackest aught, for 
*everything has been prepared beforehand by the Emperor, 
* but indeed $0 / that thou shouldest exult in thy affliction, if 
* this too should come to pass by means of thee. But thus, if 
* thou dost approach the Emperor in blaming those who need 
to accept two [natures], either therefore, thou sayest, that the 
"things which were taking place at the Council in thy days 
* may not be suppressed. . . .' 

But the other, supposing that he was neither disturbed nor 
yet angered at these things, but that he was quite calm, says 
unto him : © Be thou silent, and labour not in vain, ye who 
* want impossible things to take place, while neither all the 
* Council which was at Ephesus nor Cyril himself, howbeit he 
*was in agreement with the Easterns, has suppressed them. 
*And afterwards again an agreement was | reached] concerning 
* these very things, and one let be the things which were well 
*[able] to be retained. For it is not possible that there should 
© be taken from the church | the right] that two natures should 
* be predicated of Christ without confusion, |those] of the 
* divinity and of the humanity, consubstantial with his Father 
*in the divinity and consubstantial with us in the humanity. . . .' 
And Eutyches became perturbed against him and said : © God 
* confound thee, who [affirmest] that even formerly Nestorius 
*had said naught against God, but that [he was] turbulent and 
* vainglorious! For how [is it] that he who says the [same] 
* things as Nestorius, can rise up against Nestorius? For thesc 


1 Sec B. J. Kidd, 4A History of the Church to 4.D. 461, iii. 202; Cyril, Adv. 
Nest. i. 5 (Migne, P.G.L. lxxvi. 41 D); and Evagrius, H. E.i. 9. For the text of 
Eusebius's alleged protest see Labbe (Mansi), iv. 1008. 

2 V/iz. Eutyches. 

3 This is presumably the conversation to which Eusebius referred at 
Constantinople ; see Labbe (Mansi), vi. 656 a. No other record of it seems to 
have survived. 
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*words are his whom you have delivered up with much labour.” 
But Eusebius said / unto him : © I know not what thou sayest : 
* for I dispute not with him because he has predicated two 
*natures, [n]or has the Council blamed him for this, but 
* because he distinguishes and places [them] in sundry parts, 
* God by himself and man alike by himself who make use of 
*and are spoken of similarly only in honour and in equality 
*alike. And in this way thou sayest [that there are] two 
*natures and that the holy Virgin is not the mother of God, 
* because God made the very birth of his flesh his own.” ? 

And Eutyches says : © Thou liest concerning it, because you 
*hold his views without being supposed to be clinging unto his 
[views]. For he was proclaiming ten thousand times : © I say 
** not two sons, I say one ; I say not two natures, nor two sons, 
*«*for the Son of God is twofold in the natures. For this 
**reason she bare not the Son of God, but $she bare the 
** humanity which is Son because of the Son united thereto.” 
*And again: © Since God is not to be distinguished from him 
*«& who is visible, how therefore do I distinguish the honour of 
**him who is not to be distinguiched ?” It was not then 
* because. he had said simply two natures nor because he | had] 
"Said that the natures were not united, for [he said]: © I con- 
** fess the twofold [nature], but I adore two in one because of 
**the union”, but that even after the union / he says [that 
* there are] two natures and that the Son is twofold in the 
*natures and says that the union resulted in one pros9p0r and 
*not in one nature. But you also, acting impiously, say this 
* and nothing more ; and all hypocrites ought to be extirpated. 
* For I acknowledge after the union not another oz5:4 in our 
*Lord nor even do I surely conceive that our Lord, who is our 
*Lord and our God, is consubstantial with us; but he 1s 
*consubstantial with the Father in the divinity. 

And Eusebius says unto him : © Does Nestorius speak thus, 
*as thou sayest, or not? I am not now for my part concerned 
* to investigate, but this I say : that he who says these things 
*speaks correctly and thou, who confessest not with the 


1 Here clearly Eusebius ascribes to Nestorius the teaching commonly known as 
* Nestorianism *, and is 5hown to have been mistaken in $0 doing. 


L 2 


wn emp pear re ents 7 nm —— J 


bo _— — — — —_ - 
bs vm. <_ - . = rene 
C— _ hs ee EE oo —_ k LY 


- PER 
po 


—_ Ox = LT I as 


& 
© IE a be. . L "_ 
* G —Am= => —=——- 
L « C © . - 
Tae: on —_—_ 


— 
——————— — 


i... A — "== - g_— 


—— - vv _ 


_— — 
0 


———  —  — —— — 
» £ + 


340 Trr BAZAAR oF HERACLEIDES II. ii. [465- 


* orthodox and, speaking of the flesh which is consubstantial 
*with ourselves, either suppressest it or changest it into the 
* nature of the divinity, [dost not.] For this reason we ought 
* to subject to inquiry those things which thou sayest [are the 
views] of Nestorius and whereof thou accusest the Council and 
*Cyril of surely lying against him, since they imagine so; and 
thou confirmest the accusation of that man, that he imagines 
* that the truth is 80. Every one anathematizes this opinion 
*as impious, and I shall prove [it] at a convenient time; for, if 
© there is not a [human] nature in our Lord, / neither is he also 
*consubstantial with us; the very oz5:@ of the flesh has thereby 
* been suppressed. And Eusebius accused him of these things 
before Flavian and before the Council which was assembled 
with him at Constantinople and | Eutyches| confessed them 
and continued making a show of his impiety, confessing that 
the body of Christ was not consubstantial with us as though 
[resulting not] in two natures but in one nature. 

This had stirred up the Emperor, and he had not wanted 
him? to be thrust out by deposition, but he was not heard. 
He therefore prepared all things for the deposition of Flavian 
and for the restoration of Eutyches. He commenced by 
attaching to him|self] the bishop of Alexandria and the bishop 
of Rome by written accounts of what was done against 
Eutyches ; * and one agreed and one agreed not [with him]. 
For the bishop of Kome had read the things which were done 
against Eutyches and had condemned Eutyches for impicty ; 
but, when I found and read this account, I gave thanks unto 
God that the Church of Rome was confessing correctly and 
without fault, although they * were otherwise [disposed | 
towards me myself. But he* caused also the rest of the 
bishops to secede from him * and made them hasten unto 
Eutyches, insulting those who [remained] with Flavian, and 
without having vouchsafed liberty of speech before him[|self] 
and before the chiefs; and they were surely rebuked, yet were 
they surely not heard / touching that for which they were 


1 Viz, Eutyches. 

2 The letter to Rome is mentioned in Leo, Ep. xxiv, Labbe (Mansi), 
V. 1341 B. 

* Viz, the Roman * Vis. the Emperor. 6 Vis, Flavian. 
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rebuked ; but men were rising up with insult against them 
and seizing them and constraining them. And he caused the 
clergy also to secede from him, constraining and persecuting 
them in what was not given unto them for their sustenance ; 
and the [charges], which he had commanded should not be 
exacted of the churches when he respected the church and 
God, in furious anger he commanded $should be exacted 
of them with implacable abuse. And prelates were openly 
Seized and rebuked before the crowds, and every bishop who 
was not of the party of Eutyches was seized ; and he com- 
manded every tax upon the possessions of their churches 
which- had been remitted unto them by him and by the 
emperors before him, [even] the tax of all these years, to be 
exacted of them at one time; and of those who were nobles or 
of the family of noble persons he exacted openly, in return for 
the honour which was theirs, a quantity of gold—by which 
very [means] he commanded vengeance to be exacted of 
Eusebius, the accuser of Eutyches, without mercy. For these 
two [means] were employed | together] with all the assaults 
of hunger and of usury and of captivity, things which were 
innumerable, and he made the Roman nobility fall at his 
knees and groan. 

/ And while Flavian was overwhelmed with all these things, 
he was keeping the feast of the Passover, during which the 
Emperor entered into the church. But he * looked not upon 
him as an enemy and he took the holy Gospel to have mercy 
upon them, while all the bishops and clergy were assembled 
with him and the [newly] baptized in their attire,* while the 
people were crying [aloud] with him. And he fell upon his 
face and prostrated himself in the church, beseeching them to 
accept him making his defence, since he supposed that he 
respected the Gospel. But the other * dismissed him with 
Scorn, menacing him as having acted insultingly in that he did 
it, while the bishops and clergy besought |the Emperor] with 
him and the [newly] baptized prostrated themselves upon the 
ground amid the voices of the people; and they persecuted 

1 Syr, rabbay batte = (i) * chiefs of houses”, s. e. stewards, and (ii) * prelates ? ; 


see Payne-Smith, Thes. Syr. ii. 378. 4. 
? Vis, Flavian, 3 Syr. 8chema,. i Vis. the Emperor, 
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them as if [they were] acting insultingly towards [the Emperor], 
and he withheld himself from that time from entering into the 
church, and he commanded that whatever was due should be 
exacted with insult and [that] no respite should be granted 
unto him, $80 that he was consequently constrained to send 
[word] unto the Emperor that he had not possessions of his 
own, because he was poor, and that not even the possessions 
of the church, if they were sold, would suffice to [pay] the 
quantity of gold which was being exacted of him. But he had 
the holy vessels of the church, which he and the emperors his 
ancestors had placed [therein], and [he said] : © I must melt 
them down, because I am driven [to do $0] / by force,” But 
the Emperor then said : *I want not to know | this], but the 
gold I do want in any way whatsoever,'” And because of this 
he took out the vessels of the church and they were melted 
down openly, so that there was weeping and outcry among all 
who took part for these exactions that were being made, as 
though [they were being] subjected to persecution.? 

But after the Emperor heard the things which were taking 
place, he was angered exceedingly and bitterly and furiously 
and as though indeed he * [had] brought about these things to 
Scorn him. And he commanded that an Oecumenical Council 
Should be assembled against him and that the deposition of 
Flavian himself should be undertaken. But Flavian, after he 
had been closely pressed by all sides and had seen that every- 
thing that he was doing and saying he was doing to his own 
blame and to his rebuke, and |because] he had no aid from 
[his] Majesty—for since, as they say, that came through the 
choice and zeal of his sister,* [and] she was unwilling to show 
authority in ught in internal affairs, he had been [filled] with 
suspicion that on her account he was being wronged—he pur- 
posed to resign from the episcopate and go unto his monastery 
and dwell there ; and he drew up a document of abdication and 


1 Cp. Evagrius, H. E. ii. 2; Nicephorus Callistus, H. E. xiv. 47. 

* V/is, Flavian. 

3 Viz. the emperor's sister, Pulcheria, She was consistently favourable to 
Flavian, but from 441-50 she was out of favour with Theodosius who was 
under the influence of the eunuch Chrysaphius. Flavian had neglected to bribe 
Chrysaphius, as Eutyches was careful to do. Cp. p. 97, n. I. 
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gave [it] in. And after the Emperor knew that he had done 
this, he sent for him to come back unto him, as though he had 
done it to slander himself and to blaspheme against him ; and 
[he sent word] that, if he should not return unto his church, he 
would fall into danger, [saying] : © For I have not / commanded 
*a Council to be held as if to wrong thee, but for [the purpose 
* of] a true examination and the satisfaction of the truth in the 
things that are required.” 

But, when he came back, he * immediately suborned accusers 
to 8ay that the records which had been [drawn up] in 
Constantinople * [of the things done] against Eutyches were 
false. But the accusers were those that took refuge with 
Eutyches [and] who were they that had written down the 
things which were done against him, and they were accusing 
themselves much more than Flavian, so as to be rather praised 
and not judged. By means of the liberty [accorded] by the 
Emperor they were doing all things by force, so that suddenly 
there came about the decease of Flavian, distressed $0 that he 
had no respite in all the accusations against him and was 
amazed and perished. But because he was capable of resisting, 
he | gave himself up to various absurdities and was doing all 
things desperately. For he anticipated also the bishops, who 
were undecided * and who ought to have sat on the bench of 
judges, and he won them over and made them his own, such as 
the Bishop of Ancyra [and] him of Caesarea in Cappadocia, 
sending for them and, as though he was vexed at what was done 
against / Eutyches, interrogating them whether what was done 
against him was in truth done; and he said that the things 
which were done by the Council were deficient and that they 
remained accusers, and [he added]: *We want to examine 
them before the governor * and before your Pieties, and he 
made them take heart thereby, so that they should not accept 
what was being [done] but should submit all things for 
arbitration to the wisdom of the Emperor, 

But all these things were being done so that there might be 
no examination of the faith but [that] Flavian might be 


1 Viz. the Emperor. * See crit. n., p. 401, * Literally: *in expectation * 
or * in Suspiciou ?, 


* Syr. mages!ryangs ; See P. 107, N. 2. 
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deprived as a result of what was prepared outside | the Council] 
and [that] they might accept the [doctrines] of Eutyches, 
without examination. If Flavian then had said unto him 
these things, and that Christ is of two natures, and that the 
natures subsist after the union as things that have been united 
without confusion, and | that] he is consubstantial in the divinity 
with the Father and consubstantial in the humanity with our- 
selves through [his] mother, these then abbreviated his sayings 
and changed what the judges ought | to have heard], and con- 
demned him as one that imagined the contrary. He was a 
man |[werthy] of aid on account of his having been surely 
calumniated. But if they had deprived him as one that said 
not these things but as one that even then still persisted in 
these very [views] of his, confessing that he imagined thus and 
was attached unto the heretics who imagined not thus, where- 
fore do you abandon the examination concerning him and put 
into [the minds of] them that are outside [the thought] that 
there is in them / [cause for] suspicion, because they were 
brought about by the accusers? For they it was that wrote 
[against him] and they showed great zeal in what was being 
examined. 

For suppose that something was deficient in the sentence of 
judgement by these or by those; perhaps even his having 
been deprived by them was surely deficient. For what reason 
then have you not examined it in regard to its having been 
deficient, in | that for] which they have truly deprived him and 
in what he has not in truth agreed with them? For he who 
Says: * They have surely failed against me, who have been 
Surely calumniated,” denies that he has said the things on 
account of which he has been accused and deposed. But if he 
has confessed that they were not two natures that were united 
and further [that] the bodily frame of our Lord was not con- 
Substantial with ourselves, and even now is showing that he 
abides by the same | views], what is its having been defective, 
as though indeed these things are not sufficient to prove him 
possessed of a strange opinion? But by any means on the 


_ one hand he had denied the things that he said, on the other 


1 Viz. Eutyches. 
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hand he strengthened himself thereby against his accusers who 
deprived him. This then was already examined and he [had] 
also accepted the judgement. What other judgement or 
examination ought there | to have been] more than that which 
the bisghop of Rome had pronounced * 2 For he, when he had 
accepted what was done by the two parties, praised indeed the 
one but condemned the other by divine / inspiration, and had 
not simply passed sentence on them. And because they felt 
scruples before the bishop of Rome, they turned back to the 
bishop of Alexandria as to one who liked to run with them 
and was an enemy of the bishop of Constantinople. 


Concerning what was done in Ephesus agains! Flavian. 


For again indeed they had reached Ephesus, which is 
appointed and destined for the deposition of the bishops of 
Constantinople ; and further the bishops of Alexandria and of 
Ephesus consented together and were aiding one another 
against the bishop of Constantinople. The bishop of Rome 
was not [there], nor the See of Saint Peter, nor the apostolic 
honour, nor the primacy dear * to the Romans, but he of 
Alexandria sat in authority and made him of Antioch also to 
Sit with him; and he of Rome—and we mean Julian, who 
represented the holy bishop of Rome—was asked if he was in 
agreement with the holy Council and wished to read in this 
account what was done at Constantinople. He,* as / one that 
had authority, then asked and spoke as though even passing 
sentence against them, Yet they * conceded however unto 
him their intended purpose, not that he should accept that 
which they wished nor yet that he should give unto them the 
primacy, but that, if the bishop of Rome should agree with him, 
he should accept him as an addition to his party, and other- 
wise, Supposing * he were found | to be] against them, he might 
remove him afar as one that had not authority even in a single 
[thing], wanting to prove unto every man that they should not 
look unto the bishop of Rome, since he was not able to aid 
him of Constantinople. For after Julian had said : © For this 


1 Literally : * made”. 2 See Crit. n., Þ. 40. 3 Viz. the bishop of 
Alexandria. + Viz, the Romans. 5 Literally : * and if not and. . .” 
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*do we wish, that the deed which was committed should be 
*read out, if the letter of our father Leo has first been read, 
aſterwards indeed Hilary the deacon of the holy bishop of 
Rome said : * After these records which you now want to read 
had been read before him, he * then sent that which he sent.' 
When he had heard these things and there was naught that he 
ought to say, he * passed the opposite sentence concerning 
them : that *this indeed was a procedure pleasing [unto him], 
* that the things which were done should be read out and then 
* the writings of the pious bishop of Rome '.® 

Wherein then is the procedure pleasing indeed * that in 
the first place these things / and then the others should be 
read and, when they are read, the decision that thou wantest 
Should be passed upon them? For what [reason| hast thou 
afterwards commanded things to be read when thou leavest no 
room to read them? Then thou commandest them to be read 
whose purpose thou wantest to make void! For thou didst 
know, thou didst know accurately what was sent concerning 
these things unto the Emperor and unto the Empress * and 


1 Vis, Leo. 

2 Viz. the bishop of Alexandria. 

3 Cp. Labbe (Mansi), vi. 649 a: 4 dyia ovvodos elne, mavres Oexoper Gva- 
yvwobrva T6 nenpaypera” dvaywworeolw TA menpaypueva, AtGTkopos 6 Eniokomos 
' AxefavOpeias elne* Neyerw ral 6 GeooveBeoTaroSs Emiokomos 'Tovhraves, 6 emexoav TOY 
T6mov Toy ayiwrarouv Emoromov Ths Pwpaioy ExKAyoias AtovTos, 6 ovapnpos yiverat 
T7 dyig ravry ouv0dyp, rai Bovhxera: at avrrds dvayvwobnvu TH menpaypera & 
KeaworarrwoundAae emi T1 bmobeou Tavry, *Iovaavos Emioromos, Emexwv TOY TOmov 
To) drywwrarou temoromov Ths "Pwpaluy txrranoias AtovTos, Eppumvevorros avrov 
ÞAwpevriov Emworomov AvB3av, time Tourpy TE AGyp Bovhcueba Thv mpafy ava- 
yvwobnvu, « nparov dvayvwoby TH mapa Toy nina emoTanhevra, "Ihapos Hrarovos 
Ths "Pepaioy txrAnotas, tpprvevorros avrov ÞAwperriov Emorcomov Aviav, einer” 
ered) rat 6 iyuwrartos tmioromos Pwpns, kvaryvooberrov avra TOUTwY TW tmousn- 
parov, wv vov Cyreire Thy avayvoorv, meoTauXREY & ameoTaREev, Evrvyxnhs dipxiparipirys 
e[nev* of dmooTaXevres PeooeBeoraro: Eivipes indo Toy dywwratrov kat OeoqrAteaTATOU 
dpxiemoronov Atovros Ths Popaioy es Thy dyiav bay ovvodov, vnromTOl por yeyovast 
«aThx@noav yap npos Þhamavoy Tov PeoquntoTaTtov Eniokomov, Kat tpiorhoav map" 
avr@, rat overporhOnoay, ral maons epaneias map' avroy mtwPhnoav* dfiw ouy THY 
buerepay imoryTa, i 71 mapa T0 dinaoy yevoro map avrwv rar” tj4ov, TOUTO MpOrpLjpul 
pot put Peper. Aiboropos tmioxonos *Akefavipeias elmev* axoxovbov tort, nat eVAoyor, 
npa@roy dvaryvwo0nva Th tm Ty bmobtou menpaypera, elf obros TA ypappara TOY 
PeoprrcorarOYv tmoromov Pwpms* We Kara TA Bdfavra Th Wyig Tavry ourodg, 
draywooregly TA nenpaypera. * See Crit. n,, P, 401. 

5 Presumably Eudocia. See Nicephorus Callistus, H. E, xiv. 47. 
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unto Flavian himself, and contrariwise thou wentest by the 
road which led towards the Emperor and whereunto thou wast 
subjected, and left that which conducted towards God, and didst 
concern thyself very little therewith. But I have said too 
little: that is, [I have omitted to say] that thou didst not 
reckon it anything at all and didst despise him." And thou didst 
even sweep aside the adjurations of the bishop of Antioch * who 
adjured thee with frightful adjurations, by the holy mysteries, 
not to show thyself zealous for the deposition of Flavian nor 
for his harm. *It is right to look not to what would be for the 


* consolation of the Emperor but to what will arise therefrom.” 


* For I will examine and I will gratify the Emperor ; [it is for 
*us] to be eager not for defeat but for victory, because other- 
* wise we cannot aid him, however much we show ourselves 
* eager, when the Emperor strives with him and is angered 
*[against Flavian]. And he is so altogether angered that he 
*will turn unto chastisement unless we give [him | this room to 
* appease his rage.” Thus by these words / he deceived him * 
and brought him under his control, and so he led him by this 
word which he had said as though with a bridle. And he* 
accepted him and took part with him in the rest of the other 
[affairs], and he warred on his side and also [helped him to] 
deprive him* and the others and whoever in whatsoever 
manner was supposed to think the |[same things] as Flavian. 
And concerning these things it seemed thus unto the Emperor. 

For I pass over the things, which were being directed 
against my own person * and [that] of Flavian, and all that 
they were wanting in order to drive out those who wanted 
not at all to anathematize us. However, they deprived him * 
too by the same [means as me]. But others, who were in- 
jured, were deprived without judgement ; for they saw not 
the judgement nor the place of judgement, nor was | the right 
of | defence nor speech granted unto them. Except him who 
had been pleasing to the Emperor and to Eutyches, these 
were depriving and driving them out of their cities. And 


t Viz, God. 

2 Domnus, nephew and successor of John of Antioch, 
3 //tz. the bishop of Antioch. 

4 Vis. Flavian. 5 Syr, parsophd. 
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those who [were followers] of him of Antioch, had much 
defence [to make] before men concerning him to whom this 
was not conceded ; for he was therefore sore beset with- 
out [hope of] aid by the very [means] wherewith he [had] 
acted against others, suffering for the same things and not 
on behalf of others. And [conduct] which had not even any 
reverence, from which there was no escape, that is his injury 
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| ' and the transgression of his adjurations, brought him to all 
i i " these things. For he made him of Antioch, / who indeed 
AY : was of such an opinion [as Flavian], an instrument against 
""P the bishop of Rome and against the bishop of Constantinople, 
{4 | Since it was not quite forgotten by him * whether he held 
| such an opinion; for they had written many times to one 
il iq; another concerning these things. Yet he made use however 
ll: of the holy bishop of Antioch, such as he was, and he made 


| use [of him] until he made him useless and unworthy of the 
»/ work of the episcopate, and he cast him aside and deprived 
| him, while [his] adjurations were still on his tongue, either 
$ ! [as] one that was useless to him or because he was frightened 
| of him, seeing indeed that he had fallen into the temptation 
of having transgressed [his] adjurations. For this reason he 
had deprived him in this very [way] whereby he might be 
able even otherwise indeed to exact his vengeance. But he 
was frightened not only of him,* in case he had this [same] 
opinion- [as Flavian|, but also of the Emperor, and he was 
doing all things | possible] lest, after carrying out by [means 
of] him all these things according to his wish, he should 
afterwards turn round and hate him as untruthful and trans- 
gressing [his] adjurations and [as one] who was committing 
| all things unjustly to appease him who was in authority, 
'I and then would also work against him and cast him aside. 
| For it was even like this [that he was behaving] for the 
| Sake of him whom he was appeasing [and] whom he was 
| drawing nigh unto him[self], and he was both / aiding him 
| and advancing him in what he wanted. And he was doing 
I; all things [possible] and persuading every man to believe 
"1 | that he had undying love for him, and, when he was supposed 


1 Viz, Dioscorus, ? Viz. the bishop of Antioch, 
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to love him the more when he was gathering the fruit of 
whatever he wanted, straightway he cast the man aside and 
then came to hate him? and turned away from him and 
wronged him ; and he delivered him unto his enemies to be 
insulted as a man that had done very wrong and had sinned 
against his will, and he insulted [him] and transgressed against 
his adjurations. And for this reason, since he had known him, 
he had also wished to tempt him that he might be sinned 
against [by the very means] whereby he [had] sinned, in 
such wise that he might thereby become | his] master and 
slander the man before every one. And a trial of these things 
was made by this very man ; for these things took place no 
long time before. 


Concerning what happened about Cyril when the gold was 
exacted from him.* 


For Cyril, who had given many things because of us, when 
he had gathered the fruit for which he had given [them], 
because the Emperor knew that he still had money, was 
indeed pledged in written documents [to pay] two thousand 
pounds® [in] gold, as they say, that what was done against 
me might be confirmed, But because they had been con- 
firmed / and he who had imposed upon him the condition 
that he should give [this sum|] unto him,* that is, John ® had 
passed away with insult and in contempt with him who had 
laboured with him for what was done against me at Ephesus, 
and because some thing which he had done in his writings 
[had] come unto him, that he should take also that which 
was left, and should release the man,* what did he* do, ac- 
cording to what men say? He wrote unto him ® a friendly 
letter,” beseeching him to hear him and to come with him 
as far as Ephesus, because he was under a vow touching 
himself and touching what was done at Ephesus, to bring 
[it] and to complete [it] within [the church of ] Saint John, 


| Literally : *and then was (or became) hating him '. 

2 See above, pp. 279-82. 3 Syr, litrin = Gk. Airpa. 

* Vis. the Emperor. 5 W7z, Count John. 8 Viz, Cyril. 
7 Literally; *a letter of love”. 
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for the sake of an | holy] death through his intercession. And 
[he said]: *If there is aught that I have not done well 
© because I knew not, I want to be rebuked by thee and I will 
* render unto thee the honour which I owe unto thee, indicat- 
ing his ? flight from Ephesus and what he had done against 
him ; and he wanted him to correct these things because of 
those who were rejoicing at his flight from Ephesus and who 
were supposing that he hated him and was striving on behalf 
of Nestorius. And he* required his return |unto Ephesus|, 
50 that every man might be convinced and not suspect these 
things, © lest they that oppose | thee] should be |buoyed up] 
*by a vain expectation, [and that] we may make them subject 
* unto thee '. 

But the other," since he knew naught thereof, had zealously 
/ done the work, and he filled ships with all [kinds of | things 
and presents, as though for the Emperor and for the Imperial 
family and for the chief persons as much as was sufficient 
according to their rank and according to their honour. And 
he had come unto Ephesus and had given his presents and 
was honoured and caused every man to be amazed, and 
according to his honour he was in the mouth of every man. 
He was $0 honoured with all honour that he sat with the 
Emperor upon the first throne—and I mean [that] of the 
Emperor—while the Emperor sat on the second ; and this 
happened also within the palace and in the | imperial] chariot 
and in public, so that the seat of the Emperor might be 
Sanctified by his sitting [therein]. And for this reason he 
caused him to enter also into Constantinople, so that the 
brothers of the Emperor and the household of the Emperor 
and the city might be sanctified by his coming. But after he 
had here also satisfied the cupidity of men with presents and 
consequently had nothing [left over], he* then commanded 
that the gold shouid be exacted, the two thousand pounds, 
which he was pledged by written documents [to pay] and 
which he could not deny without being further deprived of 


his honour if he were to deny [them] and be convicted, 


But after he knew and perceived that the suffering which 


Viz, Cyril. * Vis. the Emperor. 
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had come upon him [was] a great wrong, he gave pledges 
for these [two thousand pounds] and sailed across the sea 


amid $storms and in a great disturbance / and fled, lest he 


Should fall in with other wrongs by reason of the accusers 
who were accusing him... 


But again I revert there to the just judgement of Dioscorus, 
who had received from Cyril the primacy and a hatred for 
the bishop of Constantinople. For their aim was not this, 
to attain the truth, but in every way whatsoever to strengthen 
themselves. For beſore Flavian had entered into the assembly, 
as they say, the other * had taken the seat and the place 
of the bishop of Constantinople and had made the others 
precede him, so that he sat at the end, as if [treated] with 
contempt. But he thought indeed nothing like this and 
sat down; but the other himself,” wanting to make a show 
of his tyranny, in the first place made this stir—and thou 
didst it that it might cause suffering unto him of Rome, as 
they say—and he arose and constrained him * and made 
him come and sit upon his own throne. And then the 
Counts, who had been charged with this, restrained the 
bishops who were assembled and were wanting to speak for 
him * outside what was asked of them by the bishop of 
Alexandria, who had the power of authority. / And those 
that had come from outside to [bear] witness to all the things 
which happened aforetime and [who] were able, in respect 
to the conviction of Eutyches of having said these things 
also before his accusation, to prove that there had been 
no calumny—and I mean the enclosed |rnonks] in the 
monasteries and all those who were supposed to have come 
on behalf of Flavian—they made to hide themselves and be 
in alarm because of their coming, as though they had vainly 
and boldly given themselves up on behalf of him who had 
been deprived by the Emperor from Constantinople. 

But all of those with Eutyches—they were monks—were 
in [the enjoyment of] great liberty and authority, in such 
wise that whatever men wished to be [done] by authority 


1 Viz, Dioscorus. 2 V/1s. Flavian, 
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was done by means of them, so that also they delivered unto 
the chiefs themselves and unto the inhabitants of the city all 
those who were indicated unto them. For every man was 
made subject unto them, and they were ministering unto 
them whether they were willing or whether they were un- 
willing. For what was being done was displeasing unto 
many of them, but they were constrained and | were] weeping. 
And by every means they were doing the things which were 
commanded ; and they were carrying off men, |some] of 
them from the ships and [others] of them from the streets 
and [others] of them from the houses and [others] of 
them while praying from the churches, and were pursuing 
[others] of them / that they fled ; and with all zeal they were 
Searching out and digging after those who were hiding in 
caves and in holes in the earth, And it was [a matter] 
of great fear and of danger for a man to speak with the 
adherents of Flavian on account of those who were dwelling 
in the neighbourhood and keeping watch and were as s$pies 
to see who entered in unto Flavian.” And on account of 
this they were going and taking part with the adherents of 
Eutyches, [some] of them indeed since they feared to bear 
ill-treatment, and [others] of them since they had been the 
first to depend upon his own aid, and were speaking and 
lying much; and all that they were saying unto him against 
the other ? was approved and [such things] were said unto 
him as if for [his] pleasure. 

But they had dissociated from him * Eusebius, bishop of 
Dorylaeum, who was the accuser of Eutyches, and they had 


_ neither let him come in nor defend himself;* and they had 


also dissociated | from him] all the Council which had heard 
[him] and which had set him* aside at Constantinople [and] 
which ought to -have s8poken with him and established the 
things which it did. And they isolated him from all sides 
and made all of them his accusers, who suffered from fear lest 
they should bear ill-treatment ; for both if a man were not 


1 Cp. the speech of Eutyches quoted on p. 346, n. 2. 
? Viz. Flavian. 3 Cp. Labbe (Mansi), vi. 644 B-645 B, 


« Vis, Eutyches. 
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persuaded and if he were persuaded, it was by all means 
certain / that he would bear ill-treatment if he did not belie 
Flavian and become a partisan of Eutyches. But thus they 
were beforchand in settling him * and stripping him on all 
sides and placing him [in a position| without hope and without 
freedom of speech, so that there was even no speech [left] in 
him. For all of them prepared themselves as if not to hear 
him but by all means to condemn him, and they brought 
him into the assembly, insulting him and not letting him 
defend himself against [the things for] which he was rebuked. 
And before the presence of the Counts, who were in charge, 
they were stirring him up and instigating him, commanding 
him not to speak. But hear however this speech also which 
was [extorted] by force and by constraint for [a proof of] 
the mockery of the trial of this man. 

For when the records [of the things] which were [done] in 
Constantinople against Eutyches and the agreement and the 
Signature[s] of the bishops opposed to Eutyches, and especially 
[that] of Seleucus, bishop of Amasia, who had condemned 
him, were read, they examined him neither by any judicial 
process nor by any [regular] procedure, so as to exact of 
him the acknowledgement * of his signature, [in order to dis- 
cover| what his view was®* and whether it had been correctly 
put by him; but they passed sentence without examination 
and as if as the result of a labour confused / [and] indiscrimi- 
nate, which was uncontrolled and unruly. They were crying 
out *©|[These] things are not [the concern of | the bishop of 
Amasia ; divide thou not the indivisible!' in such wise as 
thereby to dismay the man and so that he should agree with 
those who were accusing him.* And by this demonstration 


1 Vis. Flavian. 2 Literally : * establishing *. 

3 Literally : * how it was supposed by him ?. 

* Cp. Labbe (Mansi), vi. 685 B: 6 PeooveBeoraros tmioromos Eerouvieos ThS 
pur ponoXews *Apaceias etnev* tm\npoce TAs KapSias huay eppooivys Ta dpricos 
dvaryvooderra 86&ypara Too dyiov marp6s, kat tmoromov yeyovoros Kuvpinov, rat 1 
ouvveors To) dywwratrou dpxtemioromov huay Þaviavor, rat h viv ovyrkaTabeos TOY 
dywwrdrov Emoromov Baotkelov. BOev dmogroOAKav, rat bpOav, kat eroeBav OrTwV 
Tay Toobrov Boypdrov, kat avrds ovvTiVepm, rat ovvave* wal TW pr; povouvra 
oiros dvabeuaricu, rat GXAGTpiov Eryrpiver THhSs EKKAmoIATTNS Kat OpPo3ofov Ovva- 
$elas, moTevouey yap rat hues els Toy va ripiov huav Thoody Kproroy, TOY & 
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they [wished also to] make others fear and deny the sentence 
which they [had] passed and calumniate Flavian in one and 
the same manner; for this [treatment] was common unto all 
those who accepted him and agreed with him. 

There ought therefore to be also a common judgement 
[both] of thoge who had condemned him ? and [of those who] 
agreed with him and had repented of the signature which had 
been signed against Eutyches, but they were however doing 
these things in order to show that they ought by all means to 
condemn Flavian, as though he had modified their words and 
the decision of their judgement, nor was it |possible] for them 
to make [their] defence otherwise. But, that they might 
accuse Flavian, Dioscorus, the instigator of this examination, 
while putting to silence the unruly crowd, was crying aloud in 
his [own] unruliness : © Be silent awhile ; let us hear also the 
* other blasphemies. Why do we blame only Nestorius? 
There is many a Nestorius,'* Not one convicted him of 
holding these views of mine, nor yet did he allow [any one] to 
calumniate him in me, / but indeed he* spoke of me as well 
as of him; for the other too—he was of them that speak 
correctly—was however saying : *I speak in one way and he 
in another, and was denying that I said these very things, 
either because thou knewest it not or out of fear. Without 
therefore having given unto him a chance to defend himself, 
he anticipated [him} and condemned him, lest, when he 
defended himsclf, the truth should be established concerning 
the things whereof he was accused : [that is,] that they were 
not the doctrines of Nestorius but of the Divine Scriptures and 
of the holy Fathers who | had lived] before the three hundred 
and cighteen and of those after them. For it was possible 
through him in all respects to prove that they * were orthodox. 
cov AdGyov, TOY tx Toy pwrds paws, Tov tx Ths (whs Cwhv, & Fvo quoeor: puera THY 
travOpwmryow, rat Ti Ths coaprds Ths tr Ths &yias Mapias mpboAnyuv, Soypariceo0a” 
at Toy napd Tavra ppovouvra, ws GAAGTprov Ths ExcAnoias dmrornporTouesr, 

'H dyia ovvodos elmev* ovdes Bro Atye TOv Kiprov pera ThVv Evoow* obs Tv 
'Apareias Emioxonos, TW dpetprorov pr pepicet Tavra Neoropios Epporyoey, ox hv 
'Apaoceias Enioxomos, ob tv 'Apaceias, Ewwmnys teoriv. Atboropos Enioronos "AXefav- 
Bpelas elme* orwnhoare 6Aiyov. Arovowper GAA Buopnuiav, Ti pepplreba NeoTOpiq 


pore ; moot NeoTYpuo low. 1 Viz, Eutyches. 2 See PÞ. 353, N. 4- 
5 V/iz. Dioscorus, * [,e, the views which he was accused of holding. 
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So therefore that these things might not be examined, 
in that they could not deny that they were [the views] of 
the orthodox, and that, in accepting them as |[those| of the 
orthodox, they might not again let go that which they were 
zealous to do, [that is,] to condemn Flavian and acquit Eu- 
tyches, they passed over these words and went on to accuse 
him of other things, as though he was surely modifying the 
decision of the judgement. And they gave him |permission] 
to defend himself on this charge and not on that on account 
of which and by means of which Cyril and the Council of 
Ephesus were exposed. For among the things which 
they had said, the adherents of Cyril and of Eutyches 
culled / what was in agreement with them and chose what 
was pleasing unto them, and the partisans also of Flavian 
[acted] similarly in opposition to the former. But Cyril was 
the father of many heresies and used to say this and that and 
otherwise at the same [time], in such wise that, when they 
made use of what was contrary, [it was impossible that] they 
Should not distort those things which happened in the time of 
Cyril and what happened at Ephesus. And of necessity they! 
Supported my own words |so as] to suppress what was done 
against me and that there might be no chance for | the execu- 
tion of] what was being done against Flavian on account of 
the accusation of Eutyches. For these reasons they * would 
not allow Seleucus himself to make [his] defence, nor even 
gsupport what was written by him. But in short they had 
recourse to such an outcry that no one else dared to make a 
defence but [only] to say what they wanted against Flavian, 
[that is] that the things which were brought about by the 
decision of the judgement of Eutyches were | being | modified 
by him [and] that they would accept such a signature without 
a word. For thereby has their aim become known unto 
every man, but [even] is it known from the signature of 
Atticus.* 

/ Now Atticus * was a countryman and a rustic unable even 


1 Vis. the adherents of Flavian. 
2 Vis, the adherents of Eutyches, 
3 So the Syriac text, reading * Atticus ' passim for * Acthericus '. 
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to [understand] evident things; for he was a confidential 
Servant,* and had been brought up within the house like 
slaves, and had been given to the great palace of the imperial 
household ; and, since he had thus the licence of influence and 
greatness, he had been elected among the bishops, though he 
was not learned in nor understood ways and triflings and 
schemings such as these. And they had constrained him 
lyingly* [to] say that it was surely modified, and he constrained 
them to say and to make known unto him the violence, since 
he understood not what they were saying unto him. For 
Atticus the bishop had said : * Immediately I entered Con- 
*stantinople and looked upon the hearers and the monk 
* who was saying : © Sign, my lord,” I said unto him : © [Wait] 
** awhile; allow me to sce.” And I heard him reading some- 
* thing lying. And after these things he said unto me : © Sign, 
*« my lord.” I said: ©I cannot sign; truly indeed I know, 
** but I cannot say aught; I say however that if any one 
*©« believes not as the three hundred and eighteen Fathers at 
«« Nicaca and those at Ephesus, let him be anathema in this 
** world and in that to come.”' And Dioscorus, as before a 
child that is accused, commanded Atticus to deny | these 
charges] and to belie himself, and he said what he wanted 
[him] / to say, [that is:] * These things therefore which 
have been read are lies and trifling. And Atticus knew 
not what he wanted him to say and said: *I know not, 
because they had suggested unto him to say | that] they were 
lies and trifling, and Atticus knew not. Again he asked him 
otherwise, suggesting unto him : © Hast thou not said these 
things ? * and hardly, as they goaded him on, did Atticus know 
what he wanted him to say ; and Atticus said: * No,' And 
again they wanted to confirm what he wanted him to say. 
Dioscorus grew confident to ask him about the same things 
[and] he even said : ©I have heard what has therefore been 
Said by thee.” He 8aid what he wanted [him] to say and to 
teach, because he was afraid lest he should reply to him one 
thing for another. And Atticus says : I have heard. And 


1 Literally : *trusted?, ze. (probably) a cunuch ; see p. 272, n. 2. 
2 See Crit. n., p. 401. 
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Dioscorus suggested unto him, saying : * Then thou hast not said 
them?* And Atticus, suggesting |the same thing] as he who 
was prompting him, said also the same things: * Have I not 
Said * [it]?' Thus both before the Emperor and before other 
men he made use of the same artifice so as [to ensure] that 
they would deny their own signature and act against Flavian 
irreverently and unjustly. He accepted indeed the things 
which [were said] by them / without examination and the 
things which had been said under |stress of | evidence, | that is] 
that they * had been modified, he accepted without hesitation.® 


1 See Crit. n., Þ. 4OL. 2 Ie. the vmoprquara of Flavian. 

3 The following account of the conduct of Aethericus at the Latrocinium is 
given in the Minutes of the Council of Chalcedon in Labbe (Mansi), vi. 688-9 : 
6 beoprAeoaTaTOs Emioxomos Earouprivos Ths MapriavounonTr@vy phrponoews ame” & 
Tis ETEpws ppovei nap TA dpriws dvayvwoberra Emi Ths dryias Tavrys auvv6Gov, ovTOS 
rar Tods Tumovs Tav dyiav marTepmy E\AGTpios tjrw, at Erxowdwnros tuiv, ws ph 
Eppevoy Tos kakas Veomobeior maph TW ayicy naTepwy, 6 QHeopthtoraTos Albeprxos 
ThMs Zpvpraloy noAews eme* rabws of marepes of mapovres ouvvebevro, Kdayy Guvvaryw, 
xat ovvTibeuat, rat mpd Tourov, Kat vov, Kat uerd TAUTA, Kat els TOY pEANOVTA 
ai@va, 

Albeprxos Emiononos Epuvprys eimev. tyw Tanra ook elmov. AilTkopos Emioronos 
'AXefavdpeias elne* Ti Aeyea; "Ievarvys mpeoBurepos, rat npwros vorapioay, ene 
nAacoroy emnauBaverm, AtGoropes Enioromos AXefavFpelias eime* Fidagrerw 06 evAC- 
Beoraros Emioxonos Aldeprxos, & Bovherai, Albtpixos Enioromos Epvprys einer” 
alqvidicws eneonnbov ty KwvoTavrwounoket npogeoxov Oe Tos dxrpoarais elTarourov 
avrov Tov povagovra per” avrov, rat Meyer rope vmoypayov., Neyew Karyd)* TEWS AV 
dpes iSwper* Enmoovonaper' Emmrovonyuey avrov pavepd Twa. pEerd Tavra Acyer, trxbou, 
tyw Xeyw, Exbeobar od Buvapa, GAnbas mer oida, GAX' on Suvapa eimeiv* mANv Neyo" 
e Tis 09 moTeve rabos of Tprarboo era rat Orrw, kat of tv *Eptoy, wabepa toTw 
Kai &8$e, at els Exeivoy TOv peanovra alava' Aworopos enioxonos *AxefavBpeias elme* 
Tayra ov Ta dvayvwoberra mnaacra elow ; Albepxos Enioxonos Epuvprys elmev* oun 
oida &yw, AwGoropos Emioromos 'AXeftavOpelas eine meparrepw TOUTwy ou EpTyrnas ; 
Aiveprxos tnioronos Eubprys elnev* ob. Aiboropos Emioxomos 'AXxefavOpelas elnev* 
tmnrovons 32 Tay Fnbev mapa co) elpnuerouy ; Aibeprxos Enioronos Epvprys eimev* 
emrnicovont Atboropos Emioromos 'AxefavFpelas elmer* rat ovix elpnras avra; Albeprxos 
tnioxomos Epvpvys elnev* ov, Aidoxopos Enioxomos *AXefavSpeins elmey* BnAa TA 
rararebevra mapa To) mapovros. Gev davaywoworeo0w TA EENS. 

Kat &v T@ dvaywworeoba, Aibepryxos, 6 evnaBeoraros Emioxomos Epvprrs, dvacras 
eime* TA npara ovvebeunyy, rat vneypaypa poor, emnabov, txoNAnPn mor At6oropes 
ed\aBeoraros Enioronos, wet Neyer Bit Ti bmeypaypas rar Evruyxons ; A&yw &yw, 
vreypaya, ws navTes of marepes vuwv* 4 be eort Th moTE GAXo, eimare pot, Aeyer Ti 
uneypayas ; Atyw, imeypaya, ws mpoorveyray pot, dvabeuan, & Tis ob mioTEve TOS 
Tpuarodios Feraorrw, rat ts &v "Eqptogp, ovros davabeua torw. Vorepoy Ti umeypayay, 
ov olda, ent navrov elma. Awokopes 6 evnaBeoraros Enioromos 'AkefavOpeias eimev* 
weyrn Io udprupas, Aibtpixos 6 ev\aBeoraros enioxomos Epiprys elmev* ws 
KupiAnos, ppove* of twbofdraro dpxovres, rat 1 imeppuis ovyramros eime* Tivos 
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But he wanted Flavian to speak against them, and they 
allowed him not, since he was quite [overcome] by constraint 
such as this and by violence, but they wounded him, as the 
Counts say, $0 that he should surely not speak until the 
Signature against him was complete and the [affairs] of 
Iutyches were thus confirmed, and that for which they were 
zealous wholly attained ? ; for they were therefore assembled 
as for a dead man, For when that which was done against 
Eutyches was read in the records and Flavian had spoken 
against them, they said : © He is surely lying about our own 
Signature,” and they wounded him, as men say. Then, after 
the decision of the judgement and the sentence against him 
had been promulgated, as was pleasing unto them, Dioscorus 
had commanded him to speak, and he said : ©If the godly 
*bishop Flavian knows aught that would aid him, let him say 
*[it] in written documents.” * What ought he, who knew that 
in all things his just words had been repudiated with violence 
such as this, to have said? And they were therefore com- 
manding him as in sport to say, in addition to what he had 
said : * Thou hast inhibited my just words, in that thou hast 
accepted every calumny against me without hesitation. 

/ Yet in order that this too might be proved to have been 
[done] in sport, they had set down in the records for [our] 
instruction, even though they were unwilling, in what way they 
[had] checked all his just words: that Dioscorus said unto 
Flavian : © The holy Council knows if I have inhibited thee, 
and Flavian spoke openly of the violence which had been 
[done] unto him, [saying :] * I have not been let alone nor is it 
permitted unto me even to speak,' so that it was also known 
that these things which were said were [said] in mockery. 
He * said : *Say what would aid thee, and he said that there 


mapovros Tavre go. elme Aioropos 6 evaaBeoraros Emnioromos; Aibtprxos 6 evnape- 
oTaros enioxomos Epoprys elnev* ent mavrwv. OQaAdoows 6 evhaBeoraros tmioromos 
Karoapeias Kannaborias elne* Tavra, a yeypanTa, eines txrOs aviryins, Ti Oexars 
apr KaTaoTpepew ; Aworopos 6 erhaBetoraros emioromos 'Anrefavipeias elney* ovio- 
$arTyoas ovdtv naoxy ; et huny rarayvwobeis, oor Enaoxov; According to Hefele, 
the first paragraph, as far as 7% pxovra aiava, refers to the Synod of 
Constantinople ; the second, as far as ra Es, to the Latrocinium ; and the rest 
to Chalcedon. | Literally : * attained wholeness ', 
2 Sce p. 360, n. 1, 3 Viz. Dioscorus. 
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was no trifling or lying in the affair of the records; and © both 
*my lord Eusebius and my lord Thalassius, who signed and 
*examined [them] with me knew [it]', And Thalassius and 
Eusebius repudiated his statement, [saying] that they had not 
examined [them], Then consequently, in that they were 
addressed only in mockery, namely, after the sentence, Thalas- 
Sius said these [same] things as Dioscorus : © There is no one 
restraining thy Saintliness from speaking,' and Dioscorus 
mockingly replied unto each one of the bishops who perceived 
this artifice, saying: *My lord Eusebius, say whether these 
* things have not taken place, and examine, so that he may be 
* found guiltless. But hast thou indeed restrained him from 
* speaking, and, further, dost thou urge him to speak ?* And, 
aſter he had spoken unto him, he © again said the same things : / 
that this affair had been before my lord Thalassius and my 
lord Eusebius, when also my lord Magnus the privy councillor * 
was present, and had been examined, and naught such as this 
was found [in it]; every single one of the bishops who were 
there present [and] those who heard [the case] would say as 
before God whether it had been said lyingly. 

Dioscorus again mocked him, [saying| that this to be sure 
was no defence, and the other supposed that he was in truth 
offering him [leave] to speak, having let him examine these 
things. And again, deriding, he * turned to face Stephen and 
said unto him : © Hast thou prohibited him ? ' and unto all of 
them : © Speak, all of you.” And thus he made sport of the 
man himself who was not versed in nor knew the wickedness 
and the wiles of the Egyptians but supposed that they were 
[filled] with piety and were eager to speak more than the truth 
in the interests of those who were misrepresented by slander. 
And consequently, after he * knew what they were doing and 
that there was not [any | urgency at all for deferice nor for proof, 
he became quiet and bore witness before every man, saying : 
*By the aid of God I am not affected by aught of what you 
* have done unto me; for I have neither confessed aught and 
* thought at all otherwise, [nor do I confess |otherwise now ].' 
And he then was silent [and ceased| to answer / a word unto 


1 Viz. Flavian, 2 Syr, $lantdryss = Lat. stentiarius. 3 Viz. Dioscorus, 
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him as if unto an evident heretic." And for this reason he had 
incited him to speak, and he * persisted in this confession. He 
suffered naught that he ought not, nor was he like unto the 
bishops of this world of his time who agreed in all that men 
were demanding of them, nor did he even change the likeness 
of his opinion but persisted in giving himself up to suffer ; nor 
was he resolved nor even purposed to say : *I* am a simple man 
*and I am far from this exactitude; and also aforetime we 
*were instructing and persuading Eutyches, and I have con- 
*demned him as indeed I was persuaded [to do] by his 
*accusers who were supposed to know something, having been 
* persuaded by the opinion of many and not by myself ; and 
*now, if it seems [good] unto all of you together and you have 
*examined [and found] that these [opinions] of Eutyches are 
*[those] of orthodoxy, I too am persuaded of that whereof all 


1 Cp. Labbe (Mansi), vi. 832 0-833 ÞD : Evrvxys dpxipar3pirys eine ouvveidev 1 
buerepa beooeBen, &Tr Twv dvayvwoberruv 1 mpatts Ebefe mapanenompera TA npwny 
brourhuara. txopev be rat viv Tiv rarabeow To) Oavuanwraro tAevriapiov 
Md4yvov, Thy yevouerny Ent To) peyaronpereorarov payioTpov* rat dfrovpev Tavrhy 
dvanyvoo0nra., Phavmayds Emnioromos KwvoTavrwounokews elme* tpeudhs torw. Auc- 
orxopos tnioronos 'AxefavFpelias elnev* & Ti Eyverrev 6 OeoqprhtoTaros Emioromos 
$Aamay0s ovuBannkopevoy avrov Th vnokmpe, Acyero tryypapes, Phaviavos EmiToKomosS 
KoworavTwounO0kews elnev* Gmexnheoas pe maoav FirmoNoyiar, AiGoKopos Eniokomos 
'Axefavdpeias elnev* oibdev th mnapoyoa dyia ovvodos, el dimexheion cov Th, & T1: oov 
oibas ovuBanneuerey oor, eine” Phatiavos Enioromos Kavoravrwoundaews elme* 
ovvexwpnsn wor haknom; Aroropos Eniokomos 'Akefavipeias elmev* ondeis oe 
exwnuoev* olbev h dyia ovvobos, ÞPhamavos tmiokomos KwvoTavrivounokews elmev. 
h bevrepa mpafs ovIev tx« mhaorby, ole wal 6 kipros ©axdoows, olSe kat 6 ropios 
EvoeBios. Oanxdootos Emionomos Kaioapeias Kannadorias elmev* oviets Exwhuvce TOU 
Aaanoau Thy oiyv Gowrmra. & Ti Toivuy Exes ovuBankouevor, eime, AtdTropos 
tniononos 'AkefarBpelas eine rope EvoeBre eine Enwhvon avroy Aanmou; EvoeBos 
tnioxonos 'Ayrxopas Tararias elney* ws elbev 6 Oe6s, erxopela oe Aahmom. TovBevankos 
Enioxomos TepoooAhtpawy elmev* ET rat wiv, tf T1 Oehers eime. GYamavos Emioromos 
KuvoTavrwoundAews elmev* tmi Toy Kupod Oankaogiov, kat ToY Kvpoy EvoeBiov, 
nap6vros, ral Tov omerriapiov Maryvor, tyevero th mpagis, wat tfmrao0n, rat oviev 
Toovrov Gmebeixtn. EraoTros TWY TOTE mapovrwv Emoromuov, Ws mi Qeov, A Frovoer, 
e[ne «at dieviaes Epptby.. Aiworopos Enioromos *AXefavB3peias elmev* iopre Ertpare 
Eniorone eine, & txwhvon avrov, Erepavos tmioronos.” Eqtoov elmey* IBov, mov toTiv ; 
tay Exwavons avroy, eimy. Aworopos temioromos *AxefavFIpeias elnev* elnare mnavres, 
&{ txwxvon avroy, t Gtyia otvoos elmev* ook Exchbonpey avrov, Phaviavds Enioromos 
KavoravrwounoAtus elnev* tuon TW menpayperwy oviev amrerar b1a TW Qeov, ovhev 
yap trepws toofaon, 1 tþpovyon more, h pporhow. Aiboropos Emiorxomes *Anefavipeias 
elne* FhAwv OvTwv TOv mpaxbevruv, Aeyerw ExaAoTHS TAV MApLYTwVY Aryicv EMOKOTAY, 
oies oibe morevovra Tov ipxipavipiryy Evrvxh, rat Ti mepi avror Tumor. 

? Vis, Flavian. 3 Sec Crit, n., P. 402. 
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*of you are persuaded, and I will sign with you in order to 
*cling to those of orthodoxy ; and reckon me also with the 
* party of those bishops who need to be condemned ! ' 

For all things would have been brought to an end by this 
discourse, as well as the anger of the Emperor who clung to the 
Slander and was zealous for tyranny, for which reason indeed 
he had caused the Council to assemble. But he had not been 
persuaded, even in Constantinople, when all of them / were 
persuading and beseeching him to do this, nor yet in Ephesus, 
where consequently the wrong was nigh at hand, when he was 
on the verge of ] death and it was being said by every man that 
only this was for him [a means of] escape from death, while 
he saw all of them fleeing from him and taking part with 
Eutyches and being rescued thereby. And I was a proof for 
him that neither deprivation from the bishopric of the city nor 
yet silence sufficed for me not to give them a cause for change, 
but [that] the cause wherefore I was suffering wrong | was] 
altogether that I was heard to be [still numbered] among the 
living. For, as long as thou art alive, expect death from the 
wicked ; therefore, that thou mayest not surrender the faith, 
let all these things for |thine] endurance be [ever] before thine 
eyes, For immediately aſter [his] deposition was suspected, 
he was carried off as if by bears and by lions by the Counts 
before whom this deprivation took place in such a way that he 
was both dragged away and hurled down, and some were 
Saying and even doing | one thing and others] another. And 
he was isolated and perturbed by all of them, and his spirit 
was vexed. And they delivered him up to the soldiers and 
commanded them to lead him away and remove him from the 
holy places. And they led him away and incarcerated him, 
/a man who was fainting, in prisxon. And before he came unto 
himself and was revived and was breathing fresh and pure air 
and taking nourishment that strength might be a little | restored] 
in him, they delivered him up unto the officer * and threatened 
to send the man away, bruised. 

And he was unable to endure the hardship of the journey. 
The Emperor was as one that desired not his life but wanted 


1 Literally : *he inclined towards”. 2 Syr. 'arkon = Gk., apxwv. 
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to punish him and not to keep him alive. And thus they 
brought him down by force and gave him to a man [that was] 
a murderer $0 as to destroy him and to send him without 
mercy, in word indeed unto his | own] place, but in reality unto 
destruction. And thus he was dragged away and led off, 
[with strength] sufficient only to survive four days, as men say, 
while every day his soul was being released from his body, and 
they counted his decease [as] a festival for them|[selves]. And 
wrongs were being increased against all of them who agreed 
with him and his fellow believers. And further I [was] among 
the first in severe persecutions and in flight and in exiles and 
in commands whereby authority was given in every place unto 
them to do what they were purposing ; since I and Flavian 
certainly thought the same things. And authority was given 
unto the people to lead off and to hale away and to deliver up. 
Slaves / were accusing their masters by the same [means], and 
authority was given unto them [to do 80] by the command of 
the Emperor; and all their eagerness was to lead their own 
Souls into error as well as the souls [of those] who conceived 
or thought that God the Word is immortal. And they were 
Saying things more impious than these in such wise as to con- 
strain [men] to say that it was his oz5:a, [that] of God the 
Word, which died. And he* had given unto them authority 
against every man while the chiefs were not trusted nor the 
bishops nor all this world nor enemies nor slaves ; but, as though 
they fell short of their cupidity and their zeal in regard to those 
who called God the Word immortal and impassible, they set 
up those who were more eager to scrutinize and to search out, 
to seek for those who were fleeing. And all these | terrors] over- 
took them ; and the suspicion and the expectation of sufferings 
were worse for them than the sufferings ; and it was evidently 
a Pharaonic struggle against God. 


/ Enumeration of some part of the ills which happened in the 
world because of the transgression against the true faith of God 
zmpassible, with a prophecy. 

But after these things began to take place concerning the 
1 Cp. the Sacra Lex Theodosi in Labbe (Mansi), v. 417 B. ? Viz, the Emperor. 
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faith and in respect to the discussion against [the doctrine] 
that God the Word was not immortal and impassible, it 
therefore [came to look] as though the immortal God the 
Word himself had no care for them ; * for those [who thought] 
therefore that God the Word was not immortal had begun 
to be overthrown and brought to subjection in one way and 
another and some of them in all ways and there was none 
to turn aside the wrath. 


What happened in | the way of | earthquakes and wars. 


I. They had been worn out with pestilences and famines 
and failure of rains and hail and heat and marvellous earth- 
quakes and captivity and fear and flight and all [kind of | 
ills, and they came not to perceive the cause of ills such as 
these ; but they were the more inflamed and embittered 
against any one who dared to call God the Word impassible, 
as though they were suffering these ills because men called 
God the Word himself impassible and immortal ; and there 
was no place of refuge. 

/ 2. A twofold upheaval ou the part of the barbarians and 
the Scythians, who were destroying and taking every one 
captive, had shaken them and there was not even a single 
hope of rescue; and hitherto they understood not that all 
this was not simply human. 

3. And therewith he* had also shaken the earth with 
carthquakes, the like of which there was none that remem- 
bered.3 For thus the earth was shaken, as a thing that was 
being overturned and burst open or inevitably destroyed. 
But when again it ceased [from trembling | and was firm as 
aforetime, it was like unto a thing that a man had grasped, 
[torn | out of its natural place ; he indeed who shook it was 
also shaken therewith. [It was] not only to the eyes that 
it showed its shaking which shook it and the stability that 
established it [anew in its place], but it brought all men 
themselves to perceive [it] and through the greatness of all 


1 7, e, for those who denied that God the Word was immortal. 

2 Viz. God, 

3 For these earthquakes see Evagrius, H. E. i. 17; Philostorgius, HF. E. 
xii, 8-10; Nicephorus Callistus, Z7. E. xiv. 46. 
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[these] things it brought knowledge to the minds [of men] 
more than speech | would have done]. 

4. The barbarians indeed had drawn nigh and had assailed 
the Romans and reduced them to all despair. 

5. But in Constantinople, the imperial city, the towers of 
the wall which were built with it had collapsed and left the 
wall [isolated], though it had not suffered any | injury | from 
the things whereby it had been shaken, and they remained 
as things that have not been $shaken, while there was not 
/ even a single indication in them of the earthquake; and 
even [in some| of the places in the midst of the walls the 
Stones had started out of the whole building and from the parts 
adjoining the building ; even the lime had been shaken out. 

6. And some things appeared openly in one part of the 
city [in one way, and others in another part] otherwise, and 
things had not been shaken by a common earthquake but to 
convince men that he who was doing these things was immortal 
and had authority over them. 

7. About the Forum of Theodosins the Great. For even 
the stones which were bound with iron and lead had been 
torn up, being borne up into the air and remaining suspended 
awhile and then falling; and, when those that were about to 
meet them were coming out, they immediately fell. And 
ten thousand other things and many {there were] which were 
happening in other countries and were being heard of and 
were a great cause of | trepidation and fear, 80 as to bring 
men, though unwilling, to supplication and to the beseeching 
of God to have mercy upon them, not however as he wished ; 
for s0me were beseeching him |for some things and others| 
for others, according to their [own] calculation, and were 
praying unto him for what they possessed. And this one was 
Saying : * God that has suffered and died for us' and was 
besecching [him], while yet another | was praying] otherwise, 
as though they were saying that which was honourable unto 
them. For they were [filled] with wrath and with anger 
against / those who dared to call [him] immortal and im- 
passible; and for this reason did afflictions and fears which 


1 Literally : * were full of”, 
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were very fearful crowd the more upon them, while their 
wrong deeds recoiled upon them, 80 that there was no time 
for them to have leisure to act wrongly towards the pious who 
were among them. 


Concerning *Holy God”. 

But, since he wished to bring them to perceive their 
blasphemy and to desist therefrom, because they came not 
thereto, God himself gave unto them a manner of intercession 
—for he who $should do this had not been found whereby 
they should say : © Holy God, holy [and] mighty, holy [and] 
immortal, have mercy upon us.'* And every one assented 
with one mind thereto and left off the things for which they 
had yearned [and] for which God had not yearned. And 
they wrote this down in the basilica and in public * and set 
it up thus: *Glory and thanks to the holy one and to the 
immortal, God the saviour of all'; and they had almost 
succeeded in confessing God immortal; and that to which 
they clung they denied not, but this was sung in every place. 
But after the earthquake had ceascd and a few wars were 
arising, they roused themselves again and revealed them- 
selves against God ; and they were dissembling the confession 
[ of faith] in God, as persons that remembered not the | formula] 
*God the holy one and mighty and immortal*', who was 
able/ to bring wars to peace even without human might, wherein 
was his might and except for which there was not [any kind | 
of preparation | for war]; and they have made trial of this 
thing in fact. Now indeed they have ceased even from | this | 
Supplication. 

But a little before their war with these barbarians the very 
cross alone used to teach them and bring them to believe in 
God, who more [than all] swept warriors away without a 
weapon. But before this, when the barbarian was stirred up 
by an army, he threw himself into holes and fastnesses.* For, 


1 The account of the miraculous revelation of the 7risagrion is given in John 
of Damascus, De Orth., Fid. iii. zo, and in Niceph. Callist. 7. E. xiv. 46, in a 
form consistent with Nestorius's references to the matter. For the use of the 
formula at Chalcedon see Labbe (Mansi), vi. 936 c. 

? Syr. bdemosyd = Gk. 3npooig. 3 See crit, n., p. 402. 


los Was a > Fw WES COW = Aon. petit vg 4 SHI 4.1 


, The CLerendon | res, T9075 


an 


"OE = 
1). axed 


366 TInrt Bazaar of HERACLEIDES II. ti. [;01- 


because the people of the Scythians were great and many 
and formerly were divided into peoples and into kingdoms 
and were treated as robbers, they used not to do much wrong 
except only as through rapacity and through speed ; yet later 
they made them a kingdom and, after they were | established| 
in a kingdom, they grew very strong, so that they surpassed 
in their greatness all the forces of the Romans. And God 
showed them that he was not become weak, against whom 
they had already agreed together and whom they had made 
subject unto suffering and unto death. And they strengthened 
the persecutions against them that confessed God holy and 
mighty and immortal, and they let be him in whom they 
hoped and [by whom] they were rescued from death ; and 
he gave them the knowledge / to repudiate the death of God 
but to acknowledge him and to confess that he is im- 
mortal. 

But, because this had taken place and they had not been 
converted to glorify the God who rescued them but blasphemed 
and constrained every man to confess the death of God but 
shunned [the term] * immortal” as impiety, the barbarian 
again was stirred up against them, massacring and s8warming 
over all the land of the Romans and overturning everything. 
And they had no means [of escape] nor refuge but were 
stricken with fear and had no hope. And he had closed them 
in and made them insufficient in everything that they were 
doing for their salvation ; and, because they understood not 
their former salvation, he had sent this man whom he had 
taken from pasturing sheep, who had protested against the 
privy |[purposes] of the heart of the Emperor. And already 
he had been stirred up by God, and he commanded to make 
a cross ; and as though indeed he? believed him not, he made 
[it of | wood with his own hands and sent [it] against the 
barbarians. But he had planted another cross also within 
the palace and another in the forum of Constantinople in 
the midst of the city that it might be seen of every man, 
So that even the barbarians, when they saw it, fled and were 
discomfited, And the Emperor himself, who was already 
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i. 
making ready / to flee, gained confidence to remain, and the 
nerves of the city, which was enfeebled, grew firm and all 
things happened thus. 

For when the barbarians had fled in discomfiture, while 
none was pursuing them, and the Emperor was mightily 
heartened to engage in thought for his empire, and the city 
was mightily filled with encouragement, they found none 
other cause of [this] sudden change—because there was none 
else doing this: to discomfit the one and encourage the other 
—except only the cross, which had been set up, of him who 
was crucified in nature and in truth, that is, [of | the bodily 
frame which had been crucified naturally. And it is known 
unto us that we should not be ashamed to say that he died, 
and not God who made mighty the bodily frame, weak and 
passible and mortal, which suffered and died by lifting up 
[upon the cross]. For this reason also the wood whereon he 
was crucified was [a means] to salvation. For, as though for 
one that believed not and repudiated the crucifixion of the 
mortal body which can save, he commanded to make the 
cross of wood, to effect thereby salvation 8uch as this in 
the city and amidst the barbarians, in such wise that it is not 
doubted that it is a crucifixion of the body which has given 
life to all the world, and not of God who by the lifting up 
of the body and the cross has effected 8uch a miracle as 
this. 

/ But because they had feigned themselves wise in this, as 
though the divinity was crucified and not the body, they were 
Still left in opposition to the pious, who were saying that 
the crucifixion was not of the divinity but of the body of the 
divinity and [that] for this reason he saved us through the 
cross. Again God raised up anew the vehemence of the bar- 
barians and earthquakes against this Pharaonic intention. 
And again, because he sought to restrain them from |the 
persecution of | the pious and from | inflicting upon them | the 
sufferings which they caused them to bear—for then only 
were they revived and set free—by both of them he taught 
[them] that the impious thought, wherein was [contained | 
the confession of [his] death, was not pleasing unto him. 
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For, although they supposed that that which [had been 
caused| by the barbarians was death |caused] by men, yet 
they could not suppose this of that which was being | caused ] 
by the earthquake, But, after they had not even so come to 
a perception of the glory of God incorruptible, and were 
imputing death and sufftering and weakness unto him in manli- 
ness and immortality such as this, he had then taught them 
by the words themselves 1 not to impute blemish and decay 
unto God, because he is holy and free from all sufferings and 
even without weakness, he who by a weak cross quitted him- 
self manfully like a man and was [endowed] with all manliness. 
So then impute not death / unto him who is alone immortal 
and by our own death has proved that he is immortal by 
means of the confession of the holy and of the mighty and 
of the immortal. 

But because they abode not by what they had been forced 
to confess and had not believed in God the mighty and 
immortal, who is able to make even wars to cease, they had 
[not only] become the slaves of the barbarians and been 
Subjected unto slavery to tribute unto them by the confession 
of written documents, but were also giving [it] unto those 
who were warring on his side. And there was naught that 
he, who showed the barbarian |to be] master and the Romans 
Slaves, did not. And thus the supremacy had changed over 
unto the barbarians, as though the Romans themselves had 
not God who [is] over all, holy and mighty and immortal. 
For this reason the rest also of the peoples fled unto him but 
fled from the Romans, so that they were not even able to 
rescue themselves. And because they had thus set up the 
Supremacy, as though they had no urgent need for divine 
aid and had not come to themselves, they remembered not 
even the very confession of the holy one and the mighty and 
the immortal which they had taken into their mouths ; but 
contrariwise they were again maintaining the sufferings of the 
divinity, by means of which they were showing that not one 
of these | attributes] was his. For with the sufferings and the 
death this also was assumed : that he was neither holy / by 


1 [,e, the Trisagion. 
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nature nor immortal by nature nor mighty by nature, until 
God had again restored |some] of them, whether they wanted 
or whether they wanted [it] not, for the reputation of their 
impiety and for the defence of those who had suffered wrongfully 
and for the instruction of those who in anticipation were pray- 
ing unto Flavian and Eusebius, whom they would have killed. 
Because men made compensation unto God, having confessed 
him [to be] both holy and mighty and immortal, both by law 
and by commands and by penalties they confirmed | their 
actions] against those who confessed God the Word [to be] 
holy and mighty and immortal and |punished them| with 
despoilment and exile and death, until Theodosius, who had 
raised himself up against God, was taken from | their | midst ; 
and the mouth [of every man] was opened to confess and to 
glorify and to adore God the holy and mighty and immortal, 
Speaking without fear.” For not he who calls Christ God 
passible and mortal confesses Christ |to be] God, but he who 
Speaks of Christ in his divinity which he is in his nature and 
confesses God impassible and immortal and mighty and holy 
in his nature but passible in his humanity, in that he confesses 
that he is by nature man. 

But some will say: * What participation hast thou with 
* Flavian and with what has been done against him and on 
his account? For / thee every man has anathematized and 
* denounced, and what thou addest after this thou toilest to 
* thine [own] evil name and to thine |own| accusation and not 
*to a simple and just defence.” That which I say unto him 
above and below and always is that it concerns me not to 


1 Nau translates * qu'ils avaient tu&s?' ; but see Noldeke, Syriac Grammar, 
$ 277. Eusebius of Dorylacum had been deposed, but not killed. He was exiled 
and escaped to Rome where he was welcomed by Leo, who mentions his 
deposition in Letters Ixxix and Ixxx, dated 451, See Labbe (Mans1), vi. 907-36, 
107 B, 110 B; Liberatus, xii (Galland. xii, 140); Gest, de Nom. Acac. (Galland. 
x, 668). 

2 Theodosius died on July 28th, 450, and was succeeded by his orthodox sister, 
Pulcheria, who took Marcian as her husband * vir gravissimus, et non solum 
reipublicae, sed etiam Ecclesiae necessarius. Huius edictis apostolicae sedis 
auctoritatem secutis, synodus Ephesina damnatur, et apud Chalcedonem celebrari 
concilium episcopale decernitur ; ut correctis venia mederetur, et pertinaces cum 
haeresi depellerentur.” Prosper, Chron. in Migne, P. L. li. 602 ; cp. Chronicon 


Paschale in Migne, P. G. xcii. 812, 
2775 B b 
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have mercy upon any man such as these, but to be very 
anxious whether through my own anathema they are rescued 
from blasphemy and | whether] those who are rescued con- 
ſess God holy and mighty and immortal, without changing 
the image of God who is incorruptible unto the image of man 
who is corruptible and mixing paganism in the midst of 
Christianity, but confessing God himself as is his image and 
confessing man as is his image, in such wise that the passible 
and also the immortal are confessed in the image of their 
natures, $0 that Christianity confesses not a change of God 
nor yet a change of man, [after] the likeness of the impiety of 
paganism. But let yea be yea and nay nay in truth, so that 
Christ in truth and in nature may be confessed to be the 
saviour and the saved, God and man, who is in nature im- 
mortal and impassible as God and mortal and passible in 
nature as man. He is not God in both the natures nor yet 
man in both the natures. Therefore my own aim and my 
zeal is that God may be blesscd and glorified even on earth 
as in heaven. / But may Nestorius be anathematized ; but 
may they say what I pray them to say concerning God. 
For I am of those who [are] with God and not of those who 
[are] against God, who scorn God himsclf in the s$c/A&ma of 
piety and make void |the fact] that he is God. For he was 
for the things [for] which I war, and they that war with me 
against him ; and for this reason on his account I am pledged 
to endure and to suffer everything, 80 that by my own 
anathema would that every man might be | ready | enough to 
be reconciled unto God, because there is naught greater or 
more precious unto me than this. Nor would I have declined 
to say the contrary of what I used to say, if I had known 
that they were wanting [me] to s8ay the contrary of these 
things which -I used to say in everything whatsoever and 
[that] they were of God, and [that] I should thereby be 
honoured before God on account of the [attributes] of God 
which I have regarded as God and not as man. ... 

But otherwise again [it is the case| that I have not merely 
Said the things touching Flavian, but I have cited them for 
a proof of what was done against me with impicty and with 
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injustice, in 8uch wise that certain men are not deceived 
by the name *© Council * but seek [to learn] the things which 
took place with all truth and judge [some] of them before 
God, although they took place otherwise. For Satan is 
disguised in the $c//na of an angel of light? and deceives 
/ men [in order] to remove them afar from God. But 
further, since I have judged in my mind that to hide the 
dispensation which came about through the might and the 
wisdom of God without showing and revealing them unto 
all men is a great peril and | fraught] with all impiety and 
ingratitude—for he had done them on their account, that he 
might undo the schemes of them that were confirming their 
impiety and causing it to shine forth, and expose them bare, 
while I was not believed in what I was saying, whereas they 
were doing and had also done this in their assembly in the 
Council—all of which [it was] that I was suffering, and they 
believed me not. But it was not possible to refute and to 
undo these things which had been done in the Council, but 
the will to impicty was [stronger|] than the will of God, by 
means of which the impious were convicted of being impious 
and the pious of being pious; and they contended unto death 
and preserved that sincerity of mind which was owing unto God. 

For when the time [was| not that under discussion which 
came by the patience of God [and] wherein some suffered 
and others caused them to suffer, the impious were not 
revealed [as] impious? nor they that were worthy of s8uch 
forethought as this [as worthy thereof, forethought] which 
had turned them aside from the contest against God, in 
which operations he was warring and fighting against them 
and restraining them from kicking against / the pricks* of 
God; and yet not even $0 were they converted from their 
iniquity, while the pious had not been dispersed nor yet dis- 
couraged, while God was patient, from suffering throughout 
their whole lives, having adhered unto the purpose of 


1 Cp. 2 Cor. xi. 14. 
2 The Syriac has : fas not impious”, but the repetition of the negative is 


probably due to the influence of the Greek original, See p. xiv. 
3 Cp. Acts xxvi, 14. 
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God. For this reason one finds that diligence and aid have 
been relaxed by * those who had taken it ? up, and they have 
neglected what has been [entrusted] to them and diligence 
has been [only shown] by them in making pretence without 
knowledge concerning what ought to have been corrected, 
things which were disregarded and set aside by them. For 
it would have been right to cut short the things which were 
wrongly [done] and not to hide them. Those things then 
which [came about] as for correction were of God ; what 
concealed them was not of God but of those who were 
undoing his [work |. 

For for what reason do you suppose that they who pos- 
scssed the inhabited world [as] their home became the spoil 
of the barbarians? Was it not because they made not use 
of the supremacy which was given unto them as was right, 
that the peoples might know the grace which was given unto 
them, in such wise that they might learn as slaves what was 
required, because they learnt not as masters? For what 
reason again heard they the word of the Gospel, not from the 
orthodox but from the worshippers of creatures?* They 
were / brought into subjection neither to the supremacy of 
the Empire nor yet under the religion wherein they were, that 
they might know that, when they took the supremacy of the 
Empire, they preserved not even in the Empire the supremacy 
of their religion in God ; for this reason also they were not 
Supreme in aught else, in that the supremacy changed over 
to [their] enemies. For whereby they neglected the Gospel, 
by these very things were they rejected from the supremacy ; 
and they took part also in the faith of the worshippers of 
creatures and were distinct [only] in name and in the use of 
the term *consubstantial', As these* confess the created 
and the uncreated and say * consubstantial * in one way as if 
in praise and attribute the nature in another way by the 
distinction of the created and of the creator, thus also those * 


| Literally : * departed from ?. 

? I. e. the discussion of the faith, 3 V/iz. the Arians. 

* Viz. the Monophysites. Nestorins's point seems to be that in ascribing 
sufferings to God the Word, the Mor . - aysites deny him consabstantiality with 
the Father, and thus resemble the Arians. So Nau. 
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attribute the nature in one way unto the passible and unto 
the impassible, the created and the uncreated, and say * con- 
Substantial * in another way in name alone as something | said | 
in praise, since they hold supremacy and religion * in opposite 
Senses without straightforwardly * confessing the nature. For 
until even the [term] fin nature” is freed from suspicion and 
has taken away the supremacy from the fear and the fear 
from the supremacy, [the supremacy] being supported by 
God, so that he may be glorified in heaven and on earth and 
[that there may be] glory in heaven and peace on earth * in 
the government of the affairs thereof, God ceases not to 
guide us and to teach us, just as those / who teach children, 
making use of plagues * and of protests which ought to teach 
us and to convince us that we err, and defending the silent 
and proving their victory. 

For what have I done of these things which have happened 
as they have happened and not God himself2 For because 
they have betrayed the tradition of the Fathers and have 
closed the mouth|[s|] of those who exacted the rights of the 


Fathers, $0 for this reason |some| of them have inclined unto * 


Arianism according to what has been confessed |by them |], 
and | others] of them unto Manichaeism, and | others] of them 
unto Judaism, and | others] of them unto other [errors, both | 
new and old. God has raised up of them and among them 
their own | judges], as he used to raise up judges from among 
the Jews, to confute them for their transgression against God, 
that is Flavian, who was representing me [in that] whereby 
he ought to have been my enemy, as indeed he was unto me 
both unwittingly or for s0me other reason, and Eusebius, 
who used to war against me. They have confessed without 
any cause for alarm, having warred against the adherents 
of Cyril, who were blaspheming and seeking to gain their 
ends.” And God abandoned them not until they showed 
hostility unto Cyril; since these indeed were citing his words 
against those, and those again were choosing those things 
/ which were opposed to these and setting them against 


1 Syr. *fear”?. 2 Syr, © with pdr(h)zsy4? (= Gk. nappyoia). 
3 Cp. Luke ii. 14. i Literally : * blows”, 5 Literally : * to prosper *, 
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them ; and they were mutually disputing, the one | side] with 
the other. And these were saying that they were Manichaeans 
since they referred all things, even the properties of the flesh, 
_ unto God the Word. But these too were accusing those of 
holding my opinions, since I too say these |same| things, and 
of referring the properties of God to the nature of the divinity 
and the properties of the humanity to the humanity ; and 
they admitted that the union took place in prosdpor and not 
in the nature. And every man was within a very little of 
disputing with his neighbour, protesting against him on my 
account, as though I was surely calumniated. And these my 
[words] were quoted with all zeal; and these were refuting 
them that were saying that I predicate two sons, as indeed 
was never said by me; and those were confuting them that 
were predicating one nature for calling God himself passible, 
as I was saying that they said. 

Who was it that constrained them to say these [same] things 
as I, when through the commands [of the Emperor| their 
reading was prohibited,* since they were warring of them- 
selves to discuss them with all zeal? And, when I was silent, 
and the authority to say them [had been] taken away from 
me, and I was not believed, God raised up those |[men|, who 
were believed when they said these [same| things as I, / which 
were the truth, without there being any suspicion therein 
of their having said these things out of friendship or out 
of love for me. And God brought not these things about 
on my account. For who is Nestorius? Or what is his life? 
Or what is his death in the world ? But [he has brought them 
to pass] because of the truth which he has given unto the 
world, which was suppressed from deceitful causes, while he 
has also confuted the deceiverss And because they were 
[filled] with suspicion about me and were not believing what 
I was saying, as one that dissembles the truth and represses 
exact speech, God appointed for this [purpose] a preacher 
who was guiltless of this suspicion, Leo, who used to preach 
the truth undaunted. And, because the anticipation of the 
Council caused many to wonder and even the Romans them- 


1 Cp. Labbe (Mansi), v. 413-20. 
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selves,! [so] that they believed not the things which 
I was saying and which were left without examination, God 
allowed these things to come to pass contrariwise, that he 
might cause the bishop of Rome,* who was exercising the 
direction of the plotting of the Council in Ephesus against 
me, to pass away, and |that| he might make him 3 agree with 
and confirm what was said by the bishop of Constantinople. 

And he who was able |to do| everything, that is Dioscorus, 
bishop of Alexandria, was reckoned as naught. I say indeed, 
as naught, since he had recourse to flight and was looking 
out [means] not to be deprived and banished into exile.* 
| These things took place] that through what they suffered / 
they might believe also what had been committed against 
me by the Egyptian in the former Council. And, because 
of the sham friendship of the Emperor and of the chiefs of 
the imperial houschold [toward me], I was suspected of 
constraining the Council, which stirred me not to be remiss 
in the truth, and of being constrained to agree with the 
Emperor because of what was committed against me, since, 
because they had held no examination about the truth, they 
suspected me of being a blasphemer. But God, in order 
that he might prove that the love which the Emperor had 
for me was treacherous, and [that it was felt by him] not for 
the truth but for the sake of [my | possessions, proved it by 
his® aid in [the affair of | Eutyches and in | that of | Flavian, 
whereby it was seen that he gave not [permission|] for an 
assembly to be held, and those who were assembled permitted 
not aught to be said except what they were commanded 
[to say]; but they condemned themselves also in fear and 
in ignominy. 

Again, because they supposed that my [doctrine] had been 
Summoned to examination and to judgement, but | that| I was 
Surely trifling [in saying] that they [had] summoned me not 
to judgement but to deposition and to a snare of destruction 

1 Literally : * the pros0pon of the Romans *, 

2 Vis. Celestinus, Nestorius apparently ignores Sixtus III. 3 Viz. Leo, 

« Syr, 'eksorya = Gk. &6pia. Dioscorus was deposed and exiled at the Council 


of Chalcedon. Nestorius shows no knowledge of this, but only mentions 
earlier precautionary measures, See introd,. p. Xx. 5 Vis, the Emperor's. 
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and of death, God, in protesting against them as being 
murderers, [even] God allowed Flavian to enter the Council 
and to suſfer what he suffered at their hands ; for it is evident 
that these were those things which the other had also com- 
mitted against me aforetime. And, because it was supposed 
that those who had been bishops were disposed / to do naught 
outside the judgement which was pleasing unto them, either 
on account of the Emperor or out of fear or because of 
disturbances, God again exposed them as doing the contrary 
and confuted them before every man; and they let nothing 
be to which they bore not witness, but by all of them he 
had refuted the causes of error and preached them upon 
the roofs in such wise that there was not even a single excuse 
[left open] to those who feigned themselves without know- 
ledge. Yet, just as Pharaoh was confuted by God by means 
of all things, and remained without excuse for not having been 
willing to be convinced either by the logic of words, or by 
the deeds themselves, or by the protest[s] of men, or again 
by the things of God, and for having died in his blasphemy, 
$0 also they remained without excuse. . . . 

When therefore I had seen that these things were brought 
to pass by God, would you have wished that I should be 
Silent and hide such a dispensation of God as all this? 
- + » + The prophets of God, who had been cursed as lying 
prophets by lying prophets as if by [true] prophets, would 
not have been distinguished [from the latter], unless they 
[had] consented to be cursed by lying prophets for the sake 
of God ; the sons of those men would not have been worthy 
of the glory and the instruction of the prophets if they [had | 
kept agreement with the lying prophets. Nor would those 
of the Jews who became / Christians have been saved and 
rescued if they had kept to the oppressive judgement of their 
fathers against Christ as if [it had been delivered] by holy 
and righteous men. They would not have become the 
apostles of Christ if they had adhered to the whole crowd 
of Jews and to the priests and to the teachers of the law and 
to the chiefs as [unto true] teachers of the law and prophets. 
They would not have believed in Christ nor even have died 


-518] Duty of witnessing to the Faith 377 


for Christ, if they had supposed death and contempt [to be] 
not honour but contempt, nor yet would they have now been 
honoured by the crowds and by chiefs and by lords, if they 
had not endured death and shame at the hands of chiefs and 
peoples; they would not have been worthy of such as this 
on the part of emperors and chiefs and of powers, if they had 
kept the commands and the laws of emperors and of judges 
and of chiefs. Our fathers would not have been reckoned 
orthodox in this and doctors, if they had sought to flee from 
the condemnation of the Council of the heretics and to say 
the things which they were saying, and had been hypocrites. 
We should not have been worthy of the instruction resulting 
from the labours of these men, if we had accepted without 
examination the agreement |which was reached], as if by 
a Council, against them. 

And, that I may speak briefly, Meletius and Eustathius ' 
would not have been bishops of Antioch, if they had accepted 
the choice and the judgement-/ of the Council of the heretics 
against them, nor would Athanasius * be bishop of Alexandria 
if he were to accept the judgement of those who deprived him 
without hesitation and as [if it proceeded | from the orthodox. 
John * would not be bishop of Constantinople, if he were to 
accept the judgement and the deprivation which was |promul- 
gated] against him without examination as | if it proceeded | 
from a Council ; nor again would Flavian have been bishop of 
Constantinople, if he were to agree to the pronouncement of 
the Oecumenical Council which deprived him as a pronounce- 
ment [proceeding] from an |Oecumenical| Council. Every 
one, of whatsoever city it may be, who has suffered therein on 
my account, would not be giving light, even as the sun, if 1 


1 Eustathius, Bishop of Antioch, 324-31, returned from Nicaca &@ 5strong 
supporter of the Nicene faith, and was deposed and exiled through the influence 
of Eusebius of Caesarea in 330 or 331. He died in exile at Philippi in 337. 

Meletius, Bishop of Antioch, 361-79, was deposed by Arian influence ; the 
Arian Euzoius was appointed in his place, and schism followed. 

? Athanasius, Bishop of Alexandria, 326-73, was exiled in 336, 340, 350, 
and 362. 

3 John Chrysostom, Bishop of Constantinople, 398-404, was exiled in the 
latter year through the intrigues of Theophilus of Alexandria. 
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had looked towards my accusers and not towards God and 
[if] also I had not been deemed worthy to be [given a share] in 
those things, every single one of which had been | brought to 
pass] by God ; for this affair was not mine but Christ's who 
made me mighty. But every man will give account unto 
God concerning the things which he has said or brought to 
pass or done to cause scandal, or |wherein| he has been 
zealous with all zeal to make scandals to cease; but if, 
when a man does everything, he who is scandalized is not to 
be persuaded, let him be scandalized on his own account and 
not. on account of him who says and cries out unto him and is 
not heard by him. 

But, because many were blaming me many times / for not 
having written unto Leo, bishop of Rome, to teach him all the 
things which were committed, such as came to pass, and the 
change of faith, as if unto a man who is correct in his faith, 
especially when there had been given unto me, [even| unto 
me, a part of the letter relating to the judgement concerning 
Flavian and Eutyches, wherein it was revealed that [he feared | * 
not the friendship of [his] majesty, for this reason I wrote not, 
not because I am a proud man and senseless, but so that I 
might not hinder from his running him who was running fairly 
because of the prejudice against my person.* But I was 
content to endure the things whereof they accused me, in 
order that, while I was accused thereof, they might accept 
without hindrance the teaching of the Fathers ; for I have no 
word [to say] concerning what was committed against me. 
And further I wrote not for the purpose that I, to whom for 
many years there was not one | moment of | repose nor human 
Solace, might not be suspected of surely fleeing from the con- 
test, fearing the labours [thereof]; for sufficient are the wrongs 
that have come upon the world [and] which are more able 
than I to make the oppression of the true faith shine forth in 
the eyes of every man. 

But, because thou blamest me as though I have failed to 
8ay clearly the things which have occurred, O chief of the 
saints, / Sophronius,* hear therefore also the things which thou 


1 See Crit. n., Þ. 402. ? Syr, pars0phd. 3 See above, p. 10, N, 2, 
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knowest and testifiest concerning the truth of the things 
which are said. For immediately, as indeed thou art per- 
Suaded, thou hast first seen that death has carried off the 
daughter of him who was then reigning," and thereafter, thou 
seest, that demon, the chief of adultery, who cast down the 
empress with insult and contumely.* Again [thou seest] that 
the cities of Africa and of Spain and of Muzicanus * and great 
and glorious islands—I mean Sicily and Rhodes and many 
other great ones—and Rome itself have been delivered over 
for spoil unto the barbarian Vandal.* Yet there will however 
be in the first place and at no longer distance [of time] a 
second coming of the barbarian against Rome itself, during 
which also Leo, who has indeed held well to the faith but has 
agreed to the things which these have unjustly committed 
against me without examination and without judgement, will 
deliver up with his own hands the divine vessels of the 
Sanctuary into the hands of the barbarians and will see 
with his [own] eyes the daughters of the emperor who is 
reigning at that time led into captivity.* But I have endured 
the torment of my life and al! my [fate] in this world as the 
torment of one day and lo! I have now already got me / to 
[the time of my] dissolution, and daily every day I beseech 
God to accomplish my dissolution, whose eyes have seen the 
salvation of God. 

Conclusion. Rejoice for me, O desert, my beloved and my 
foster-parent and the home of my habitation, and my mother 


1 This cannot be Eudoxia, the daughter of Theodosius and Eudocia, for she 
was $till living in 455 (see the Chronicon Paschale in Migne, P. G. xcii, 819 A), 
but must be her younger sister Flaccilla, who died in 431. See Du Cange, 7s. 
Byz. (Paris, 1680), p. 71. 

2 Theodosius had Paulinus executed in 444 on suspicion of adultery with the 
Empress Eudocia ; see the Chronicon Paschale, Migne, P. G. xcii. 801-5. 

3 See crit. n., P. 402. 

* According to the Chronicon Paschale (Migne, P. G. xcii, 797 c, 801 A, B). 
The Vandals entered Africa in 428 and Sicily in 439. 

5 John of Malala is probably wrong in placing the capture of Eudoxia and 
her daughters before the death of Theodosius (Migne, P. G. xevii. 545). 
According to the Chronicon Paschale, they were taken by Gensericus who 
entered Rome in 455 (Migne, P. G. xcii. 816-17), but he was persuaded by Leo to 
Spare the lives of the citizens and the buildings, though the city was plundered 
and the sacred vessels carried off which Titus had brought from Jerusalem 
(Prosper, Chrouicon, Migne, P. L. li. 605-6). 
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[the land of ] my exile, who even after my death will guard 
my body unto the resurrection by the will of God. Amen. 


Finished is the writing of the book twhich tis entitled the 
Bazaar of Heracleides, composed by [him who ts| illustrious 
among the saints and all-blessed, my lord Nestorius, bishop of 
Constantinople, a witness every day and the pride of orthodoxy, 
a true preacher of the glorious Trinity. And unto Yahweh 
[be] unfailing glory. Amen. 
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I. Fragments 


THE translation of the fragments is made from the text 
given on pp. 365-88 of F. Loofs, Vestoriana: Die Fragmente 
aes Nestorius (Halle, 1905). 


A. LETTERS 


XI c. Fragm. 258. From the letter to Alexander of Hierapolis. 
But the property which |exists| in the nature of the divinity 
and |that which exists in that] of the humanity is indeed 
distinct from everlasting. For this reason Paul, the teacher 
of the churches, not in placing © God ' first and then adding * in 
flesh *, but in saying either © Son? or © Christ ' first, makes * in 
flesh * follow at the end : © Concerning the Son who was of the 
seed of David in flesh * and again: * Of whom | was] Christ in 
flesh, nowhere at all saying God first, making * in flesh' 
follow, but Christ or Son.! 


XII. Fragm. 276. From the letter to Theodoret, wherein he 
blames what was written by Cyril to the Fasterns, For what 
does he say? Although the diversity of the natures, from 
which the ineffable union was brought about, is ignored, this 
[phrase|] © from which” again [is] as if he were speaking in 
respect to the Lord's natures of parts of one another which 
became one. For he ought to have said not * from these ' 
but * of those [it is] that we say that an ineffable union was 
brought about', For the ineffable union is not of the natures 
but the things of the natures.* 


Fragm. 290 is identical with Fragm. 256, except for slight 
differences in orthography. 


Fragm. 310. From what he wrote unto Theodoret from 
exile, Speaking thus about Cyril. For what does he say? 
Although the diversity of the natures is known, from which 


1 See op. cit,, pp. 196-7 and 365. 
2 See 0p, cit., pp. 197-8 and 365-6. 
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we say that an ineffable union was brought about : Behold ! 
again * from which ' as if he were speaking concerning our 
Lord's. .. . which became one. For he ought to have said not 
*from them *? but * of those ' .. ... . for not of the natures. . . .* 


Fragm. 226. For he wrote from exile unto 7 heodoret, blaming 
what had been written by the Holy Cyril unto the bishops of the 
Fas!. And thus Nestorinus concludes : For what does he say : 
Although the diversity of the natures is known, of which we 
say that an ineffable union was brought about. . . .? 


Fragm. 243. Put then Nestorius, rebuking from exile the 
patriarch * Cyril, wrote unto Theodoret : Here with a view 
to dissembling | the truth] he confounds the properties of the 
natures.* 


Fragm, 253. After the deposition of Theodoret took place, 
Nestorius wrote thus to him, Surely I have borne what thou 
hast become; I have not left [it] alone. For not when I was 
far removed from the assembly of the impious did I then 
show myself an enemy to the throne of the fear of God. For 
not even Paul, when he was stoning Stephen with the stoning 
Jews, was then an Apostle but when he removed himself afar 
from stoning. When thou too seest proof herein, although 
thou wast brought up in godly learning, exult, I counsel | thee | 
and deck thyself out in this time which now is, being head 
and all with them that are victorious on behalf of religion and, 
exulting, say these | words] of David : *Mine is Gilead and 
mine is Manasseh, and Ephraim is the s8upport of my head.' 
But lay hold of the departure from Egypt and believe, since 
thou hearest, in God who now calls unto thy Piety with a loud 
voice: © What hast thou to do in the way of Egypt, to drink 
the waters of Gihon ?'® For the people |that is] striving with 
God is from the beginning and is warring with the holy 
fathers." 


1 Frag. 219: from those. * SCC Op. cit., P. 366. 

3 See op, cit., pp. 197-8 and 366. 4 Syr. *father”, 

5 See op, ct., Pp. 198 and 366, 

5 Cp, Jer. ii. 18; the Hebr. text as well as the Pesh. have * the waters of 
Shihor *, 

7 See op. cit., pp. 201-2 and 367. 


APPENDIS I 


B. MISCELLANEOUS WORKS 


IT c. Fragm. 208. Records which were forged by him in 
Ephesus, concerning which he wrote thus: About what took 
place at the Council at Ephesus and the cause which brought 
about its assembling Nestorius says these things : This was not 
supposed by any one of the [followers] of Apollinarius or of 
Arius just as also these [believe : namely] the [fact] that they 
mingle the quality of the natures in one nature.? 


Fragm. 305. [n these records which were forged by him at 
Ephesns he wrote thus : This was not supposed ; and not by 
any . . . . they mingle.* 


III. Fragm. 225. For in the book which is inscribed © Unto 
the Theopaschitans or Cyrillians ' he wrote in the form of ques- 
tion and answer things which have been taken up by us in 
what was investigated before, Nestorius [says] : The Theo- 
paschitan 8ays: Now as we are rebuked [on account of| the 
dual composition of the natures, we who predicate one nature 
of Christ which is [that] of God made flesh—in regard to the 
reprimand [uttered] against thee thou hopest not for any 
defence against the reprimand which is uttered ; for thou hast 
confessed that you obtained for Christ one nature out of what 
is without bodily form and [what is without] body and a one- 
natured /ypostasts of the becoming flesh of the divinity. But 
such is the mingling of the two natures, that those natures 
are deprived of the Aypostases which they solely possess, 
| being mingled with one another ; and yet above, as the foolish 
theory which he has forged necessitates,* he introduces the 
Theopaschitan who says these things : © For the nature of the 
flesh is passible and changeable newly created ; * yet [it is] 
thus on the contrary the godhead's very own, as both of them 
subsist ® in one and the same nature. © 


Fragm. 307. And itn the homily |called] * the Dialogue ' 
agains! the Cyrillians, as he required, he introduced the 7 heo- 


bl 


1 See op. cit., p. 208. 2 See Op. ct., p. 368. 3 Literally : * wishes*, 
4 Fragm. 307 : and the nature [is] newly created, 

5 Fragm. 307 : fin an identity of natural quality ' (sﬆ. loopvia), 

6 See op. cit., pp. 209, 210, and 369. 
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paschitan who says thus : For I have confessed . .. . mingled with 
one another. And again before this, as was pleasing unto him, 
he brought in the Theopaschitan who says thus ; For the nature 
of the flesh is passible. . . .! 


Fragm. 304. Likewtse, and in thework which [was addressed] 
to the Theopaschitans, namely the Cyrillians, he wrote thus : If 
our dividing of these properties of the flesh or the Son and 
of his divinity is named a kind of addition of quaternity on 
our side, what prohibits also the incarnation * itself of the 
Son from being passed over in silence as far as concerns you, 
because the Trinity accepts not the ozs:@ which makes the man *® 
as any addition. For without the 0zs/a which was made man * 
no one understands that which has made the man.* And agarn : 
To confuse the properties of the nature of that which was 
made * and of that which made the man * is very impious.* 


Fragm. 239. Unto the Theopaschitans or Cyrillians in the 
form of question and answer Nestorins [wrote] thus ; There is 
indeed one Son, equal in os: to the Father, just as thou hast 
well said before; but the natures of the Son, in accordance 
with the identity of 0245/4 of the Father and of ours, are divided 
by the distinction in the mind.” 


Fragm. 220 is identical with Fragm. 239, except that the 
introduction is only : © Vestorins | wrote thus]. 


Fragm. 309. The homily | called] * the Dialogue * against the 
Cyrillians : he wrote thus : By *© Christ * or © Only-begotten * 
or © Jesus' or © Son? or by other [terms] such as these we 
preach the term of the union, but by * man * the 0574 which 
was assumed and by * God the Word' the property of the 
Aypostasis which was made man.” 


VI. Fragm. 205 a. Again, from his distinct Chapters against 
those who say that Christ is God alone: They say that Christ 
is God alone, and behold ! God is the Trinity ; therefore Christ 
is the Trinity. But, if Christ is God alone, while the Father 


1 See op. cit., P. 369. 2 SC. Capra cots, 
3 Sc. dvOpwniGer. 4 Sc, EnO0panyoev. 5 Sc. nrOpemioer, 
6 See op, cit., pp. 210 and 369-70. 7 See op. cat., pp. 210 and 370. 


s Sc. evnvOpamnoerv, See op. cit,, pp. 211 and 370. 
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is not Christ, we thus distinguish them in the nature. [So much 
the more is it] that Christ is the name not of the essence but of 
the dispensation. And Christ is God, but God is not Christ.! 


Fragm. 205b. Again, his | Chapters]: Unto him who asks 
who it was that walked upon the water we answer that it was 
the feet that were walking and the concrete bodily frame 
through the strength that dwelled therein. This [it is] that is 
a [cause of] wonder. For if God were walking upon the 
water, that is not astonishing, as also [it is] not in the air. 
And the | fact] again that the concrete body came in through 
closed doors—this too is [matter] for astonisghment. But, if 
the divine nature came in, it is nothing that I should desist 
from what belongs to the infinite.* 

Frag. 205 c. Again, his |Chapters| : They ask, [saying |] 
{hat it is written ; * My God, my God, why hast thou forsaken 
me?' What is this? Does he speak the truth or does he 
lie? If he is left alone, where then is the infinity of God? If 
he is not left alone, he has therefore lied. What then do we 
say—that he neglected to let it * suffer for its * sake, in order 
that he might leave him to adhere to us that the dispensation 
might be fulfilled ? + 


C. HOMILIES 


VI. Fragm. 254. From the books of Nestorins ; blasphemaes. 
From the homily against the Fews, of which the commencement 
is this: © How great is the might of him who was crucified, 
cry out the devils who possess not that which they used to 
POSSCSS. 

And after other things : Dost thou not hear what these say 

. . who are warring and falling and they convince him that 
is abhorred of the judgement concerning the people? We 
indeed rebuke not in anything ; [ but} dost thou not tremble 
to surpass the proper measure? Dost thou not judge 
that excess of praise exaggerated beyond what is proper 
is worthy of censure? Dost thou not hear what a child, 


1 See op. cit., pp. 218 and 371. 
* L.e. possibly * the infinity*, See op. cit., pp. 218-19 and 371. 
3 Fem, * See op. Gat., pp. 219 and 371. 
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praisthg [thee], says on thine account > For they saw not 
him who was concealed in the visible.! 


VIII. Fragm. 250-272. From another homily, of which the 
commencement is this; There is nothing harder to the sonls 
of men than the sickness of ignorance.* 


Fragm. 270. And after other things: But I know not how 
of a sudden they, being sick with ignorance, have been found 
[as those|] who are equal with them that have not heard ; and 
somehow they err with an astonishing error, not being placed 
with the heretics as were the lovers of the church, and have 
fallen away as heretics from the teachings of the church. 
But these are wretched rather than heretics ; for these indeed 
make God the Word younger than the essence ® of the Father, 
while they even make bold to blaspheme with similes ; for 
in the nature of the divinity youngness of existence and age 
of days are not.* 


Fragm. 271, Of the mediator then the mother is she that 
bore Christ, the Virgin; but the divinity of the mediator 
existed before she bare the mediator. How then did she 
bear one older than her[self]? Why dost thou prepare God 
the Word for the creation of the spirit 2 For, if God the Word 
is he who was born of her but he who was born of her exists 
according to the word of the angels from the Holy Spirit, 
God the Word is to be celebrated as a creation of the 
Spirit.” 

And again: If thou conceivest of him who in the nature 
was born of the Virgin in the course of months, so [is] he 
man who was born of a virgin according to the word of him 
who was born, who said : © Why seek ye to kill me, a man 
who has spoken the truth among you?' And again: © One 
©is God, one also the mediator of God and men, the man 
© Jesus Christ, a man who was born of the race of David. ® 


Fragm. 272. And after other things : Hear both things : 
Paul preaching ; * Of the Jews is Christ who was in flesh. 


1 See op. cit., pp. 243 and 372. 2 Sec op. cit., P. 372 (cp. Þ+ 245, II. 1-2). 
3 Syr, 'hithd. 4 See op. cit., pp. 245 and 373. 


5 See op. cit., pp. 247 and 373. 5 See op. cit., pp. 247-8 and 373. 
CES | 
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What then? A mere man is Christ, O blessed Paul? No; 
but *a man on the one hand is Christ in flesh, in the divinity 
on the other hand God over all '.! 


X. Fragm. 300. An homily delivered by Nestorius against 
the Theopaschitans : As in regard to the abuses [uttered] against 
the true and 'natural union—as that which we * say : that the 
flesh vanished and was transformed by the nature of the 
Word, as an eddy of water which the sea swallows up—as 
Nestorius himself says: A $tatue without bulk of water, 
which vanishes at once in the vastness of the sea.” 


XII. Fragm. 297. And in the homily which is imnscribed 
* The kingdom of heaven is like unto a certain king which 
made a banquet for his son ',* and s0 on ; and about the Imcarna- 
tion, of which the commencement is: Fearful and pleasant is 
the trumpet for the reading of the Gospel. 7his he wrote. 

The union then of the natures is not divided : the os:as 
of these, which are united, are divided. This [consists| not 
in the annulling * of the union but in the understanding of the 
flesh and of the divinity.* Hear the same clearly :7 Christ 5 
is indivisible in that [he is] Christ * but double ® in that [he 
is] God and man; in the sonship simple, [but] double"! in that 
which he has put on and in that which is put on; sole in 
the prosdpon of the Son, [but], as in [the case of | the two 
eyes,”* dissimilar in the natures of the divinity and of the 
humanity; for we know not two Christs or Sons or an 
original and a new only-begotten, nor a first and a second 
Christ, but one and the same who is visible in nature created 
and not created.* 


Fragm. 308. For we know not two Christs or Sons or 
only-begottens or Lords ; nor one and another Son nor an 


1 See op. cit,, pp. 248 and 373. 2 Viz, the Monophysites. 

* See op. cit., pp. 131 and 374. Matt. xxii. 2 (Pesh.). 

5 Fragm. 221 : divided, not in the annulling. 

5 Fragm. 221 : in the consideration of the divinity and of the humanity. 

7 Fragm. 221 : very evidently indeed. s Fragm, 241 : and Christ. 
9 Fragm. 221 : in that he is Christ. 10 Fragm. 221; twofold. 

il Fragm. 221 and 241 : but double. 

1? Fragm, 221 : as in [the case of ] two eyes. 
13 Sec op. cit., pp. 279-80 and 374. Fragm. 241 has odvberos in the margin 

against * double? and Swxds against * twofold * (v. 1.). 
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original and a new only-begotten nor a first and a second 
Christ, but one and the same who is visible in the invisible 
and the visible nature. Can a man, when he hears thesc 
things, say that something else was said by him and by those 
at Chalcedon and by Leo? For openly he is bold and knows 
the same Christ who is visible in the invisible and the visible 
nature nor has said two Christs and two sons and Lords. 
And the Council of Chalcedon said: f One and the same 
* Christ, son, lord, only-begotten, in two natures, not change- 
* ably, not confusedly, not divisibly.'! 


Fragm. 312. For we know not two Christs or two sons or 
Lords nor original and new only-begotten nor a first and 
a second Christ but one and the same, who is visible in the 
uncreated and the created nature.* 


Fragm. 292. Christ in that [he is] Christ is not divided ; 
for we have not two Christs or two sons, for there is not with 
us a first and a second Christ nor one and another, nor again 
one $son and again another; but the son is double not by 
authority but by nature. And again: Preserving then with- 
out confusion the adherence of the natures, 


Fragm. 285. Who is visible in the created and the uncreated 
nature.* 

Fragm. 287 is identical except for the omission of one 
enclitic pronoun. 


XIV. Fragm. 262-264. From another homily which ts called 
* the Explanation of the Teaching ', of which the commencement 
is this: Not with clamour do I judge the love which is toward 
me but with longing for the teaching of the faith.* 


Fragm. 262. And after other things : Again, I say it clearly: 
not an ordinary danger is ignorance of the teaching of the 
faith. And I see that many indeed in our assemblies have 
modesty and ardent piety but slip out of ignorance respecting 
the teaching of the faith. But this is no rebuke for the people 
but—[to speak] as one who will say it suitably—[it is] because 


1 See op. cit., P. 375: 3 See OP. cl., Pp. 379. 
3 See op. cit., pp. 281 and 376. + Sec op. ci., pp. 282 and 376. 
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the teachers have not time to set before you the exact teach- 
ing of the faith.” Our Lord Christ then in his divinity is con- 
substantial with the Father and the creator of the blessed 
Mary ; for he is the maker of all. But in his manhood he is 
the son of the blessed Mary; yet he is our Lord Christ, who 
is double in his divinity and in his manhood. But for this 
reason also I turn aside from ornate speech because |s0] 
I shall be understood by [my] hearers. Our Lord Christ, 
who is double in his divinity and in his humanity, is one Son 
by adhesion. One then is he [who] was born of Mary that 
bare Christ, the Son of God. Many times do I say the same 
things, because [$0] thou wilt not again, when thou goest 
ſorth, calumniate the Word. Remember, I pray, what is said 
by you ; for there are many calumniators. I extol praise for 
piety, but I require the Trinity. He then who was born of 
Mary that bare Christ is one Son of God; but the Son of 
God is double in the natures: God and man. Here sharpen 
for me your hearing. For here is a [cause of| trespass for 
them on whom is laid the pros9por of piety ; for they say that 
the bishop calls Christ a mere man. Then behold ! how 
many witnesses |there are] to what is said! Our Lord 
Christ is God and man. I call not Christ a mere man, 
O excellent [man], but one adhering to God the Word.? 


Fragm. 263. And after other things: That then which I 
was Saying : *I believe in one God '—that belief possesses the 
common name of the natures: *in one God Almighty, maker 
of all things made, visible and invisible.. Give heed there- 
fore from here [onwards] with [all] exactness: *and in one 
Lord Jesus Christ the Son of God,' Give heed, I would 
persuade [you], to what is said: The fathers were able 
to 8ay : *I believe also in one God the Word the Son of God, 
who was begotten of the Father. 3 

And again : The blessed and holy company * of the Fathers 
takes up the name of our Lord Christ and calls him the 
creator of all, consubstantial with the Father. None was 
able to rebuke [thee] and say: * Thou sayest that he who 


1 See above, p. 264. 
* See of. at., pp. 284 and 377-8. 


2 See op. cit., pp. 282-4 and 377. 
* Syr. {md = Gk, raypa. 
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*was born yesterday is consubstantial with the Father. But 
*the title which has been laid down, which indicates both the 
*divinity and the humanity—but we mean that of © Christ ”'— 
* makes the fathers hold both of them true. Consubstantial 
*with the Father is Christ: this is true; for in the divinity 
*he is eternal. Consubstantial with us [is he] naturally : this 
*15 true; for he too was a man as we also [are]. Again how 
* many times is exception taken to the saying, if an heretic 
*is near and says: © Behold!” he says © man as we also [are] ” 
*and introduces our Lord [as] a mere [man]! 


Fragm. 264. And after other things : I believe in one Lord 
Jesus Christ the only-begotten Son of God ; for God the Word 
is not distinct from him. 

And after other things: Many times am I forced to say 
the same things. For I fear those who change the words 
*in one Lord Jesus Christ the only-begotten Son of God who 
was begotten by the Father before all worlds'. Behold! 
thou hast [there] a birth before all worlds. Can what was 
born before all the worlds be born another time ? 

And after other things: Give heed to the words. Believe ; 
I lie not in what I say. These things have been said of me 
by some of the reverent clergy : *My lord bishop is blaming 
God,” Until I came none of us took notice of the words of 
the bishops of Nicaca, that we are saying these things. 

And after other things: For this reason, where the Word 
is laid down, the birth from a woman is not laid down, but 
[it is laid down] thus: *And the Word became flesh'; he 
says not: * And the Word was born through the flesh.' For 
this would have been for us to introduce a second birth of the 
divinity.* 

XXI. Fragm. 306. *About the Faith” or © the Deposit of the 
Faith'. But if those Theopaschitans, while holding true the 
religion of Apollinarius, were to say that one nature showed 
itself after the union, is it proper for us with much indignation 
to turn our faces from them because they impiously alienate 
the two natures from their properties in consequence of the 


2 See op. cit., pp. 285-8 and 378. 


1 See op. cit., pp. 284-5 and 378. 
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mixture and the confusion? They therefore as far as concerns 
them let neither the divine [nature] in that it |exists] nor 
the human persist in that each one of them falls away from 
its own ov5s:/a through the mixture and the confusion and is 
altered into the other. But if they say that the natures are 
of necessity neither mixed nor confused, they are constrained 
to concede not one nature of Christ but two, impassible and 
passible ; and there is established the dogma, accounted true : 
[ that the nature] of the Trinity is of the same oz5:a* with the 
impassible divinity.* 

Fragm. 216. Not one nature but two are we constrained to 
concede in Christ.” 


Fragm. 215. One and the same which is visible in the nature 
not created and created. 

And again: Not one nature but two are we constrained to 
concede in Christ.® 


Fragm. 209. But also in the homily which ts inscribed © About 
the Faith” or © the Deposit of the Faith': that which is the 
commencement thereof we confess, |namely| the dogma * of 
one ousia'. He wrote thus: But if we were to say . . . of both 
of them that there are before the union as in a story two 
natures. They are to be understood as if in a temporal 
comparison.® This [it is] which was said by the holy Cyril 
to Nestorius.” 


, Frag. 291, * About the Faith', namely * the Deposit of the 
Faith', Because in all of them those two natures also, 
complete and not transformed * nor distinguished, are seen 
in our Lord Christ and every nature acknowledges these things 
[as] its own. .. . | 

And again: In consequence of these which are known as 
one Christ* in two natures, God and man, the visible and the 


1 Sc. 6poovotos. 2 See op, cit., pp. 329 and 379. 

3 See op, cat., Pp. 379- * Sec op. cit., pp. 330 and 379. 

5 See op. cit., P. 379- 

5 Loofs: wir verstehen, dass es z2wer Naturen | seien}| wie in einer Erzahlung 
vor der Eingung, welche is! wie in einer zeitlichen Vergleichung. 

7 See op. cit., pp. 329, n., and 379. 

5 Fragm, 224, 228, and 229 : conſused. » Fragm, 228 and 229 ; one $0n, 
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invisible, he will hold the future judgement." As there is one 
judge in the two natures,? so also in every one of the natures 
is there one Son, because according to the decision of the 
Apostles that invisible [nature], God the Word, is about to 
hold the judgement in a visible man whom he has raised even 
from the dead; and there is one judge in every one of the 
natures, just as also | there is] one Son in the two natures. 


Fragm. 277 is identical with Fragm. 291, 


Fragm. 224. And each one acknowledges these things as 
its own. And in another place : What we have also laid down 
among the things which have been examined before : one 
and the same which is visible in the uncreated and the created 
nature.* 


Fragm. 223. One and the same which is visible in the 
uncreated and the created nature; and because in everything 
those two natures also, complete and not confused and not 
far apart, are seen in our Lord Christ and every one acknow- 
ledges these things [as] its own. . . .* 


Fragm. 228. But one and the same which is visible in the 
uncreated and the created nature.* 


Fragm. 229. And again in another homily which ts inscribed 
*On account of the Faith”', namely © the Deposit of the Faith" 
of which the commencement is: * We confess the dogma © of one 
ousia ”, NVestorius|says|: Because in all of them . . . .* (con- 
tinued as in Fragm. 291), 

Fragm. 280. Concerning Nestorius having Said one proso0pon 
out of two |natures|' : his own |words| from the homily which 
ts called © Concerning the Faith'., For harm was not done to 
the uniqueness of the Son by the diversity of the natures. 
But in such wise as the corruptible body is one thing and 
further the immortal soul is another thing, yet one man 1s 
constituted of them both, so from the mortal and the im- 
mortal, from the corruptible and from the incorruptible, and 
from what is subject to beginning and from the nature which 


1 Loofs: wird das zukiinſtige Gericht abhalten. 
2 Fragm, 228 and 229: in each one of the natures, 
3 Sec op. cit., PP. 330 and 380, * See op. cit., p. 380. * See op. ct., pp. 350-1. 
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has no beginning, that is of God the Word, I confess one 
pros0porr of the Son." 


XXII. Fragm. 256. From another homily which ts inscribed 
* Concerning the Learning”, of which the commencement is 
this: Behold! already the time of the holy mysteries is nigh. 
And after other things: One is the temple which was made 
by the Holy Spirit and another is God, who sanctifies the 
temple; and the one indeed can be destroyed, while the other 
accepts not [its] destruction but even restores that which is 
destroyed, him who is hung upon the cross and after three 
days is built anew.* 


XXIII. Fragm. 314. From the homily which ts inscribed 
* When the | passage|: How many times, if my brother sins 
against me, shall I forgive him ? ts read:'* But I, that is the 
person * of the Church for all of them? unto whom I speak, 
before every man,* lay down * one and the same, naming 
Christ a whole * God and a whole * man, natures which are 
not mixed ? but which are united.* 


Fragm. 289. [rn the homily which is inscribed © About the 
| passage|: The kingdom of heaven (was) is likened unto a certain 
king” and $0 on, he said thus: But I, that is the person * of 
the Church, for all of them unto whom I speak say the same 
unto every man, naming whole man and whole God, natures 
which are not mixed but which are united." 


XXIV. Fragm. 265-267. From another homily, of which 
the commencement is this: Although there is among men some 
great vehemence of impiety. . . . 


1 Or: that is, I confess that God the Word [is] one prosgpor of the Son 
(Loofs). See op. cit., pp. 330-1 and 381. 

2 See of. cit., pp. 331 and 38r. 

5 Matt, viii. 21 Fragm. 228 (as introduction) : for he said in another book of 
his. Fragm. 217: as Nestorius has written. 

* Syr. par56pha (= Gk. np6ownov). 

5 Fragm, 228 : those ; Fragm. 230 and 294 : these. 

6 Fragm. 228 : before all of them, 

7 Fragm, 228 : I propose ; Fragm. 217 : I prove. 8 Fragm. 228 : complete. 

9 Fragm. 228 : divided, 

10 Fragm, 228 : not mixed but united. See op. ci., pp. 332 and 382. 

u See of. cit., p. 383. 
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Fragm. 265. And after other things: For there was 5$ten 
by him, I say, an angel from heaven which strengthened him ; 
but it strengthened him as many times as the picture of 
agony * was 8tirred up in our Lord who alone could [suffer] 
in the sufferings of him who was visible. And after other 
things: This one thing thou lackest only, that thou shouldest 
be led as a lamb to the slaughter and be silent as a sheep 
before the shearer. This is the summit of thy [qualities] 
illustrious and divine and the height of honours worthy of 
adoration and the great mystery of the victories over Satan. 
For when thou tastest death, thou dost cause death to die, 
when thou goest down to Sheol, thou dost liberate the dead ; 
when thou art crucified with robbers, through these thou dost 
Seize the day of siriners. Thou desirest not, O Lord, death 
which is victorious; the cross [it is] which fills a short 
time, death fills a time, the grave three days. But the 
lordship of an everlasting kingdom in heaven=these are 
aſter the grave. All these things, O Theopaschitan, thou 
makest into parables and into *he suffered an impassible 
Suffering *, as thou sayest. For he who suffers impassibly has 
no need of things to strengthen him ; for why should it have 
been required that he who suffers not with suffering should 
need strengthening ? * 


Fragm. 266. And after unimportant things: For just as is 
my opinion concerning the suffering, such also is it concerning 
the resurrection; as [is the doctrine] that thou givest death 
to be destroyed, which is the truth, so is this: that thou 
givest also the resurrection whick has destroyed death. For 
if the suffering of the divinity is an impassible suffering, so 1s 
the destruction of the suffering an indestructive destruction. 
For with the newness of the words [spoken] by them con- 
cerning the teaching of the faith I am forced to coin new 
words for new terms.” 

Fragm. 267. And after other things: Why are you dts- 
turbed and [why] do thoughts arise in your hearts? See my 
1 Lk, xxil. 43. 2 Syr, 'agond ( = Gk. dyov, dyovia). 

5 Cp. Isaiah liii. 7, Acts viii. 32. 4 See op. cit., pp. 332-3 and 383-4. 

5 See op. cit., Pp. 333-4 and 384. 
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1 | hands and my feet, that |it is I who) have come; touch me 
IN | 2 and see, A spirit has not flesh and bones as ye 5ee that 
[1 | Al. I have.” Why then, in letting the hands and feet of him who 
2 bY suffered be felt and teaching therefrom the resurrection as 
| 4 he has commanded, dost thou touch the nature that cannot 
i; | be touched as though it has suffered? Why changest thou 
hf j the sacrifice of the Lord? Why dost thou sacrifice instead 
4% of the lamb him who has raised up the sheep that was slain ? 


Instead of the sheep thou slayest the divinity which has 
accepted the sacrifice of the sheep. If thou slayest the divinity 
as a sheep, thou makest the power of the sacrifice a dead thing. 
For this reason had John, when he saw our Lord, said : * Be- 
hold ! the Lamb of God, * not : © Behold! the lamb God.” For 
he who is visible is the lamb and he who is concealed is God. 
These | properties] of the natures are distinguished. 

And after other things: As lord of the hosts of the angels 
with God the Word is he who is visible; for te has griven 
him, he says, a name which is more excellent than all names, 
that at the name of Fesus every knee shall bow of those in 
heaven and of those on earth, and $0 on.? But with him 
who [was] visible God the Word was not strengthened by 
the voice of an angel at the season of the suffering. The 
flesh possessed with God the Word the authority of a judge; 
for God), he s8ays, has appointed a day wherein he will judge 
the world in justice in the man whom he hath appointed, 
giving the faith to every man in that he has ratsed him from 
the dead.* 


XXV. Fragm. 257. From another homily,* of which the 
commencement was :* All hearts which longing for God has 
seized beforehand and which none of the things which are 
of this world either afflict or elate. . . . 

And after other things: If he said: © Who was born of 
Mary ?”* I return answer unto him at once: * The man who 
adheres to God, the man who is honoured above all men on 
account of God who adheres to him. 


1 Lk. xxiv. 38-9. 2 Jn, i. 29. 3 Phil. ii. 9, 10. 
i Acts xvii, 31, Sec op. cit., pp. 334-5 and 384-5. 
5 Fragm. 313 : from the homily, s Fragm, 313: is. 
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And again: IT have said *the Son' and I have confessed 
the two brief |phrases], both *the created nature” and * the 
uncreated ', The power of the Lord's flesh and of his divinity 
[is] the same; ? the same is the adoration of him who appears 
and of him who appears not. 

And after unimportant | things| : But both of them ' have 
one and the very same authority. The angels therefore sce him 
who appears and with him adore him who is concealed in him 
who appears; for there is no distinction | of him| from him who 
appears with honour but only in the property of the nature.? 


Fragm. 302. For that unjus! man in the exposition concern- 
ing the | passage| : * I have not spoken of mine own till” * and 
S0 On, wrote thus: The Son is not to be entitled * God the 
Word ' distinctly nor yet man distinctly ; for this is indeed 
nothing else than to construct two natures. But the term 
* sonship' is common to both the natures. I have said *© the 
Son '; two natures have I indicated. I have said *© Christ ' 
and have not divided either of the natures in the sonship.* 


D. FRAGMENTS OF UNCERTAIN LOCATION 


XIV. Fragm. 231. He who said: * My God, my God, why 
hast thou forsahen me ?'® was human nature,® O wise man.” 

Fragm. 237 b. And again in another place he said, as I have 
deposed above : He who said . . . . was human nature, O wise 
man.* 

XV. Fragm. 210. /n the homily © On account of the Incar- 
nation ' Nestorius wrote thus: I hold then to the two natures 
in the one title © Christ ', because the one * is not known apart 
from the other."" 

XVI. Fragm. 242 a. For if we were to have said, as Nes- 
torius: A man who, complete in his own Aypostasts, in honour 
and by mercy only adheres to the Word."! 


i Fragm. 286 and 313: is the same. 2 See op. ci., pp. 335-6 and 385. 
3 Jn, xii, 49. * See of, c#t., Pp. 336 and 386. 

5 Mt. xxvii. 46. 6 Fragm, 233: the nature of the humanity. 

7 See op. cit., pp. 360 and 387. s See Op. Cit., P. 387. 

9 Viz. the Word. 10 V/7;s. the man Christ. See op. ci., pp. 361 and 387. 


it See op. cit., pp. 361 and 388, 
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XVII. Fragm. 244 a. But, as Nestorius, in predicating two 
natures in one Christ, began : It is known to all of them who 
hear and are willing to speak the truth." 

[XVIII]. Fragm. 296. And simultaneously he shows in 
what capacities he calls Christ one, that is, in authority and 
in greatness; for they define the gift of sonship [as] the 
Source * of authority. 


II. Critical Notes 


P. 3(2). Nau proposes wosy of the spirit* for .. oy, which 
is all that can be read on the MS. 
3 (2). As the verb ?; 'sazed upon, has no Patel, Mrs. 
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Margoliouth zuggests v1 {intoxicated (by the smoke)*”, z. e. 


! 

| asphyxiated. 

Nuh 6 (4). Read, Jz.7? * what * for J;47 hand”, which yields no sense 
ui (Bedjan). 


Io (15). Read Jaa> (flesh”* for );> Son", 


I2 (18). Read JSea>S$&s for JkSeoks, which is probably a 
misprint. 

I6 (23). Read Lwers (hypostasis” for oavas rwnol (Nau). 

21 (31-32). The Syriac word Lopes 'rations * being here out 
of place, Nau takes Lojas here as a derivative of the Greek {wry 
(girdle *, 

22 (32). Nau reads Loo (is? for Joo 'was ”. 

28 (41). The text has ,oommatal>. (for their hypostasis ', for 
which Nau reads ,oomamna>. (for their establishing '. 

31 (45). Owing to the difficulty of supplying © who suppose ' 
from the context, Nau changes J.c>y of the flesh” into £5 D020) 
*who suppose *, as $six lines above, translating it: 'or who 
guppose the ovs:ia impure through mixture ?, 

34 (50). Nau proposes ha 'in the will' for lSes in 
revelation '. 

39 (57). Read I? *but* for Ys *and not? (Bedjan). 

45 (66). Read goa, (they rend asunder ' for ao;as (they 
make empty * (Bedjan), 

1 See op. cit., pp. 361 and 388, 

* Literally : head. 


3 See op. cit., pp. 361 and 388; according to Loofs this fragment is a reference 
to, not a quotation from, Nestorius' own words, 
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53 (78). Read a6. *he has given ' for a>. * they have given ', 
as the sense requires ; cp. Þ. xiii. 

56 (83). Read olana>zka>s (in his Incarnation * for 
oLa,a>k<o 'and his Incarnation * (Nau). 

59 (86). The text has lav>y : Jojo fand the spirit ; of man ', 
wrongly dividing the clauses and substituting Lav.>y *of man” 
for J«a1a9y of holiness * (Bedjan). 

60 (87). The text has JaSa >>> without a king * with a v./. 
Ja>>9 >5 * without counsel?, for which Nau proposes 5 
la>> counsellor * (cp. Is. ix. 6). 

63 (92). Read Jlaz>zoazy 'of obedience*, as above, for 
Lau>Sokews (and obedience ?, 

72 (106). Read JLaiS>>SaS for the introduction” for LaSSaay 
(for the exaltation * (Bedjan). 

81 (119). The text has Jies *fthe nature'; V., according to 
Bedjan's Errata on p. 630, reads is *the natures”. 

85 (124). V. reads wolf united” for wil} * caught”, 

89 (129). The text has * the nature of him (65y) who is the 
exaltation *, which Nau adopts; V. has: *that (oo) nature which 
is the exaltation *, 

90 (130). The text has Jz>0yy *of morals, for which Nau reads 
J5a>yy © of administrators ”. 

93 (134). If with the text &>. (fem.) is read, © whose ' refers to 
the soul ; if o> (masc.), the reading of V., is followed, © whose ' 
refers to the body. 

98 (150). The text has w$. (knowing *, for which Nau pro- 
POSCS Vow (known *; cÞ. P. 345 (473). 

100 (154). Read wok? he is? for "oy thou art” (Nau). 

104 (159). The text has glial 'thy letters”, for which V. reads 
glia (thy letter”, which Nau adopts. 

105 (160), For © the fear (AS) of God?, the reading of the 
text, V. has the mother (L.>-») of God ”. 

106 (161), Read 5/ (1) sa * or *sayest (thou) (ptcp.), as 
Nau translates it, for 9/ *say* (impt.). 

I39 (205). Nau proposes *by confirmation ( e>-l? j53aa>) of 
those things* for 'sincerely” or fin truth (g@>Þs a>) by 
means of those things '. 

139 (206). Nau proposes Js * inventing ' for Jz> *creating *, 

155 (227). The text has L;a& thou hast supposed*; V. and 
S, read a (impt.) *suppose ', which Nau adopts. 

162 (238). V. reads: *the very own hypostasis of his nature 


A a Ga i 6  - AE Aod  ir nmer a IA o 


OILS OTITIS NWI... WY TW OE" T_T ToYD ro .OM7 0-248 


DEAD « | ra 5 , = 5 
” FP e K i b ; Ps oo" Bs £ a6 OY. "OY 8 , oy » \ 
2,” a P: a | | 
[7 G - p | py E s « 
f + % 4, #& » * — # 4 wt Ws : 6 * E1 m=_ 
Se ee adit >= DS : , w——_ 
; : o a nar ne 


400 APPENDIX II 


(ortany)? for the text, which has his own hypostasis and his 
nature (J.oo)?, 

182 (266). For "not from (ge) the ous!a of God the Word 
was it changed *, the reading of the text, V. has : *the oustia of 
God the Word was not indeed (4>») changed”, 

187 (149). Read oloigSe yo (and from his teachings * for 
olLoiat> ey (which were from his teachings” (Bedjan). 

204 (285). The text reads Jz>o © thus”, for which Nau appears 
to substitute Jo ©the former ”. 

224 (312). Read Lamaze lam (with Christ?, as on Syr., p. 310, 
for Law od not Christ * (Nau). 

235 (327). Read Jlatasz;>hsy 'of the Incarnation ' for 
JLa-Ka>ls *of the Trinity ' (Bedjan). 

242 (335). The Syriac text has only : © how is he an act which 
is with the Father and the Son and falls not short of them in 
anything ?* The translator, having passed over from J.>s. 
'slave*, which he omitted, to J;a> *work?, continued from \ 
there, reading only Tos yap et T0 pera rarpos ral viod epyatopevov 
(]J:=>) *work* being a mistake for Jza> * working), and then 
by another mischance omitted also &y Gyroty Tis Tas Tod mverparos 
TAGS EVPYTeEL, 

243 (335). The text has J,a> act”, as on the preceding page, 
for which Bedjan proposes to read J.as. 'slave?. 

255 (353). The text has gaawkayy that they should rely 
upon ', which is impossible with the preposition gs *from 
and yields here no satisfactory sense; Bedjan therefore proposes 
Qa=9kasy and takes ga» pako(/ in the sense of the Greek 
&ro-oxqporifera © divests of the monastic habit', which must 
be translated reflexively : that they should divest themselves of”. 

275 (379). Read Joo yy (have judged” for Joowy *that he 
Should become ?, dividing differently the words in the text (Nau). 

276 (380). Nau proposes Jo 'and . . . not” for V? *but”. 

283 (390). Read Lf laS. Lo? brother to brother ?, almost as 
above, in place of Ls La La living man to living man ” (Nau). 

283 (390). Nau appears to read 'when thou wast summoned 
(h:o—pass.) to an Oecumenical Council” for when thou wast 
Summoning (k;a—act.) an Oecumenical Council * ; cp. Noldeke, 
Syriac Grammar, F 64. 

284 (392). Read Was (he received ' for a>as (they received ' 
(Bedjan) ; cp. Þ. Xi. 
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292 (403). Read with S. and C. lSsloo and the Articles ?; 
V. has ISlsy *of the Articles*, which Nau appears to adopt in 
his translation : sans gcrire les chapitres. 

294 (405). For 0-3 loo wwok[y who in owsia is both 
of them * (sc. of the ousias) read probably, as below, »cok.l[y 
ed. aw who is in both ows!as”. 

297 (410). The text has lzs{y 4.7 'as thou hast said”, for 
which V. has Laxoly gol 'as I said”, in accordance with the 
Greek ; see Þ. 357 (489). 

312 (430). Read ;{y that I say* or, with Nau, L:asly *that 
I have said ” for WJ y ©that he has said', the reading of the text. 

315 (434). The text has Luly Jla.y>wy hajed (a distinction 
of remoteness of hands', i.e. a distinction consisting in a 
differentiation of functions, for which Nau proposes to read lia3as 
[ly ILavia>as une Separation qui ait lieu a Paide des mains. 

317 (436). For wa.as/ e-? a> but Acacius does not (do $0) ' 
Nau proposes to read aa.as/ p>? of *or with Acacius ”. 

320 (439). Read aa.wol> for kools, the same error as that 
on P. 294 (405). 

326 (448). Read «> (masc., referring to *nature*) for 5 
(fem., referring to *the divinity * ?). 

328 (451). Read keS>/ thou hast taught” for k&aS7 I have 
taught * (Nau). 

343 (470). Read a>Soauzioasa> in Constantinople * for 
wamdSls 'in Ephesus ' (Bedjan). 

345 (473). Read Janis (beloved ” for lays (loving (Bedjan) ; 
CP. P. 98 (150). 

346 (474). Read e( *indeed?, as above, for o/ 'or * (Nau). 

349 (478). Read ons he cast aside* for owany he likened” 
(Bedjan). 

356 (488). Bedjan proposes * that he should openly (kJ>g) 
say * for *he should lyingly (gy) say', the reading of the 
text; this gives an easier construction, by inserting y * that", 
and is in harmony with the Greek in the following passage 
(v. infr.). Cp. Engl., p. 356 (Syr., p. 489). For l&s pew (some- 
thing false”, the reading of S., which is given in the text, V. 
and C., following the Greek, have Igys pw *something which 
was open *, 

357 (489). Read Lzaof © I have said* for L;av{thou hast said” ; 
See P. 297 (410). 
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360 (493). Read þ{ *I* for bs *this' (Bedjan). 

365 (501). The Syriac text has loza>6 and into fortresses * 
or © fastnesses *, a word otherwise known only from citations in 
the lexicographers (Payne-Smith, Thes. Syr. i. 620), for which 
Bedjan proposes to read I5.2>5 * and in crevices (in the rocks)”, a 
word in Syriac also cited only from lexicographers (op. c., i. 453). 

378 (519). Read W.y the feared” for a>y they feared” 
(Bedjan) ; cp. p. xi. 

379 (520). For the unknown ooua jaw * Muzicanus ' Bedjan 
proposes luke fMauretania' and Nau tentatively [Lukawa> |] 
* Lusitania *. 


ITL. TZhe word np6ownov. 


THe original meaning of the word Tp6owrov is face, visage, 
countenance. It is also used in classical Greek as equivalent to 
Tpogwreov, a mask, and 80 for a dramatic part, or character. 
Other classical usages are front (as opposed to back), outward 
appearance, beauty. When used to denote a person, it is always 
simply the person as regarded from the outside, not the inner ego 
or personality. 

In the Septuagint, the word is confined to translating Hebrew 
words signifying face, or parts of the face used for the whole. It 
is used both literally of the human face, and metaphorically of 
the surface of anything.' 

In the New Testament Tpdowrov is used for face (both literally 
and metaphorically), for the outward appearance or surface (e.g. of 
the heavens or the earth), and so for person in such phrases as 
ov yap BYeraus is mp6rwrov evOpoto (Mt. xxXxi11, 16); ov AapPavers 
Tp6owuroy (Lk. xx. 21); Vavudlovres rpoownov (Jude 16). Three 
passages in 2 Corinthians should be quoted : (I) ia & ToX\ov 
TpPoguruv T0 6s mpas xipope bun rohhov evxapornOy viep hpov (1, TT), 
Here Tpororoy Seems to mean simply people ; (2) rexdpropar, dt T1 
Kexdpojpuat, Or vpas & rporony Xpioro? (it, 10)}—in the presence of 
Christ ; (3) Tpos $w7wWpdy Ths yywoews Ths Bofjs Tod Veod &v mpoounry 
X-oror (iv. 6). Here the stress seems to be laid on the function 
of Christ as the visible revelation of the glory of God (cp. v. 4 5s 
eorw eiKwv Tov Deod). 

In the Apostolic Fathers the usages are similar to those in the 


i The following list of the Hebrew equivalents is given by Hatch and Redpath : 
AX, AXD, DV, ND, DVD, NXD, 


The word Tpoowrov 403 


New Testament. The passages in which the word means pers07: 
are as follows : [ordow] 1v 6Xtya rpoowra rporer?) rai adbd8y . . . 
ecccavoay (Clem. Rom. i. 1); ««Xyotay 8 t 5 Sio rpdowra oTaoid- 
Cew (1G. xlvii. 6); e& Tots mpoyeypapperors rportnrouSs 7) nav mhjbos 
eVewpnoa ev Tre at mydrmoa (Ignatius, Magn. vi. 1); exlyryoas 
xa) npepay Ta Tp6ooTa TEv dyiov (Did. iv. 2; Ep. Barn. Xix. 10); 
ov Ampy Tporotov eXeyta ent rapatToRLaTY (Did. iv. 3; Ep. Barn. 
xIX. 4), Elsewhere the word means face, surface, or outward 
appearance. 

In the Apologists Justin Martyr and Theophilus there appears 
an extenslon of the dramatic use of the word which is afterwards 
common ; it 1s used to denote the person represented by another, 
especially in biblical exegesis. Thus dro Tpoowrov Tod rarpos 


eex0yqoav Ota Hoatov , . . oide of AGyor (Just. Apol. I. xxxvii. 1); 
6 'Hoatas os dro rpoowrov Tov drooTONur . . . Acye (1d. Dial. c. 


Tryph. xlii); 6 A6yos . . . dvaXeppdvoev To Tpdowrov TOY TaTpss 
(Theophilus, ad Aut. ii. 22), In this last passage Tpoowroy is 
clearly not used technically of a *person * of the Trinity. It is 
S0 used by Pseudo Justin Martyr, but the fact that that writer 
also uses vrooraots In the same sense shows his later date : 76 
"Ayevvyrov kat Devvyrov kat ExTopevrov OUK Ovains ONAGOTIKA TYPLAVTKE 
0t TV VTOOTATEOVY EOTW KAY YOP pv CLaKpwe TH TPOTwra, Kat THV 
Ilarpos rat Yiov rai ayiov Tivevuaros ibratovrus Seurvver vTrooTaATV 
(Exp. Rect. Conf. iii; ep. Resp. ad Orth. xvii, cxxix, Cxxxix). 

Irenaceus and Clement of Alexandria make no advance in their 
use of the word, but two passages from the latter are worth 
quoting as they refer to the Incarnation : 6 Geios A6yos . . . T0 
avOporov Tpogwretov davahaſgov Kat Japkt dvanhacdueveos TO TwrHpLov 
8papa Ths evOpwroryros vrexpivero (Protrept. Xx, Tog, 3); ot Ot © oun 
Tavros T0 Tp6owrov To) Tarpos BXerovorv ”'," mporwnrov 0 Tatpos 6 
vids, 6 ob yvwpiterat 6 waryp (Excerpt. ex Theod. x. 6), In the 
former of these Tpoowretov, not Tp6owroYV, 15 used, 

The ordinary meanings of face, outward appearance, dramatic 
part, and person appear in Origen as in his predecessors,* but 
there are also passages which seem the extension of mpoowroy to 
denote the inner mental and spiritual characteristics of per 
sonality. A metaphorical use of the literal sense of face, as 


1 Mt, xvii. 10, 
2 These meanings remain in constant use throughout ; no further references 


will be given for them, except for special reasons, 
Dd 2 
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emikerTML TH EvBov Tporuny, (79) Typorixe mpov, To Kdalvppa Kai 1) 
Gryuia (Hom. in Jer. v. 9) may possibly have been the starting- 
point of this development, which is carried further in two 
passages of Origen himself and in one possibly quoted from 
Heracleon : «ara T0 iepariKov Kat Nevirixov TPOTWTOY EOTL pet tpepor 
Tyros Tu Xeyopeva (Comm. in Toh. vi. 8'); "Opnpos petv &v ro\Nois 
Gavudterai, Thpyoas Ta TOYv pwr TpPSTwTA, TOM avra vrebero im 
apxns (c. Cels. vii. 36); 76 © Eav pry onpeia rat Tepara ore, ov jun 
Turebayre” Xeyeobai $yow oixeiws TPLs TO TOODTOV MPOTWTOV OL EpYWV 
$#iow txov kai BY alobyows reberbai rat org Ayo TWrever (Comm. 
in Toh. xiii, 60), There is possibly a similar use in the 
apocryphal Acts of Andrew: i8v T0 coy Tp6Twrov ev Ty ovoig rov 
(Act. Anar. vi). 

The regular use of the word in Trinitarian doctrine begins 
with the Monarchian controversies. Hippolytus quotes Callistus 
as teaching that the Father, the Son, and the Spirit are @ 
Tp6Twrov : ov yep, $yoiv, epo Oo Geovs, marepa Kat viov, GAN" va, © 
yap & avr@ yevopevos TaThp mpooaſioperos Thv oaprxa ebeorotyoev 
evoOoas EauTH Kai Emotyoev Ev, os kakeioVa marepa kai viov eva Oeov, ral 
Toro & by mTp6gwrov py SuvaoOa elvat Ovo, kat ovrws TOY TATEpa 
ovprerovbevor To via" ov yap Deke Neye Tov rarepa merovOeva Kai tv 
elvac Tp6TwroV, (GAN) Exuyeiy Thv ets Toy Tarepa BYaopnpiav 6 avoyros 
Kal TOKINos, © avo Kartw oxerdtor Paopnpias, va provov Kara THS 
a\nbeias Xeyew Bory, Tore pev els To Zaſfpe\\iov S6ypuo CpminTuv, OTE Oe 
is T0 Oco86Tov ook aidera (Ref. ix. 12, 18); mera yep, þnoiv, 6 Veos 
ov Erepoy eari mapa roy X6yov 7 6 AGyos mapa Tov Oedv, Ev ovv Tovro 
Tp6owrov, Gv6part pe pepiouevov, ovoig & ov (Ref. x. 27. 4). 
Hippolytus himself uses the word of the distinctions within the 
Trinity : 8%0 pev ook pd beovs, AXX' 7 eva, mpocwrra Se Ovo, oixovopiav 
& Tpiryv, Thy xdpw Tod aytov Tlveruaros. marhp pev yap as, Tp6runta 
3 8vo, Gr kat 6 Yiss, To & Tpiroy To aywy Tverpa (c. haer. Noet. xiv). 
Two passages from Eusebius are similar: Tos 8 erantevwrcv 
EauTOV vTYKOOS YEVOjuevos TH mTarpi; TO yap vrakKove THEE TWwoe Ovelv 
yevorr ay Tporotov TapaoTaricoy (De Eccl. Theol. i. 20); T6re jptv 
XpuoTov Tporurov, Tore be mverparos aytov, TOTE Oe TOD emt mAvTOY Oeon 
mv 01a Tod rpopyrov xpyperitor (Dem. Ev. v. 13. 2). 

In one passage Eusebiis uses Tp6owrov for a human person 
with direct reference to mental and spiritual qualities : erredev 


1 But possibly in this passage the word only means * characteristic manner ' 
as seen from the outside. 


\ 
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Oppopeves Kal © Thv Tardperov Jopiay es arrod mpeawnov Gvabeis th 
«T\. (Praep. Ev. xi. 7. 521 d). 

Cyril of Jerusalem interprets the Tp6owrov of Ps. civ. 15 as 
meaning To Tys wuxhs . . . Tp6owrov (Myst. iv. 9). 

Eustathius of Antioch, in speaking of the Trinity, says Tpws 
0jþx00VT 0s, pun. Heorhs ev Tpwiv mporunoSs Kal vrogTATETL KYPUTTETAL 
(All. ad Const., Migne, P. G. L. xviii. 676 A). This use of the 
word 1s a common formula in the fourth century, and is found 
in the Creed of Sirmium: 80 Tpdowra . . . TaTpos Kat vioo 
(Hardoutmn 1. 705 c). Athanasius denies that the Father, the Son, 
and the Spirit are & Tp6owrov (Migne, xxvi. 740 B), and speaks 
of an Arianizing creed as rTpia 6poloyodvres mpdypara rat Tpia 
Tpogwra Tov Ilarpos xal rod Yiod rat Tod dyiov Hvevparos kara Tus 
ypaqpds (Migne, xxvi. 729 B)2. But, on the other hand, the word can 
Still be used in its non-technical sense $0 that "Athanasius, in 
citing Jn. x1v. 9 (6 &wparws ee Ewpare TOY TaTepa), Can Speak of the 
Son as Tpogwrov Toi) rarpos ({n Psalm. xx. 7). CP. ia . . . at 
&' npas peraydyy T0 mpoowrov Tov Tarpos ({n Psalm. xxX11.1). The 
old usages of the word for person represented, or person referred 
to, persist, e.g. & Tpoownrov Tod Ingood Aeyau (Exp. £ 1d. it), m6 
TP6TOTE . . « TOv Yeypappevoy epervav (De Decr. Nic. Sym. xiv). 
Cp. Or. I c. Ar. liv; In Psalm. ii. 14, xiv. 2, xv. 8; Ep. ad 
Marcellin vii In one passage mpoowrov Seems to mean pos:tion 
in the eyes of the world : xaypod kat Tpoowrov TpdpaTts ElArvoey arrHY 
Touadra ypdayat (De Sent. Dion. iv), The predominance of this 
meaning of person as Seen from the outiside is interesting when it 
is noticed that there appear for the first time in Athanasius 
passages concerning the Incarnation which, in their use of the 
word Tpocrwroy, Seem to prepare the way for the later language 
of Nestorius : T« yap Tov owparos avror els T0 avrov rpogwroy AEyeTaL 
(Lib, de Inc. et c. Ar. it); To xowov OoTep mpoowrov Ths avOpwurorTyTos 
dvaxaſsov Tovs mpos Oc rai Llarepa Towra Aoyous (In Psalm. xv. 1) ; 
TKOTEL juOt TLV TO Tis dvOpwroryros Tpogwrov & NpuoTg Tapakanhouv 
&raX\drreoba Tov mrawpdror ({n Psalm. xxX11,1), Such language 
is definitely repudiated in Athanasian works of doubtful authen- 
ticity : 6 8 dvbpwros & Tpoowrov . . . 6nd Te mvEUparos Kat Tapkos" 
art 3 T0 6polwpa avrod voyreov Tov XproToy Eva Kat ov Ovo TPITwNa 
(Dub. de Incarn. i); Xpioros & mp6owrov eorw ouvvrebev ex Ocov rai 
dvOpwroryros os mas dvOpwros © Kowos Ex {you kat Noywxod (De S. {rm. 


Dial. v, Migne, P. G. L. xxviul. 1277 A). 
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As might be expected the word occurs in Basil most frequently 
in connexion with Trinitarian doctrine. He is mainly concerned 
to assert, as against the Sabellians, that each Tpoowroy in the 
Trinity implies a distinct v76oraos, e.g. xpy taoToy Tporwrov Cv 
brooTdou dAhnbwy vrapxov ouooyei (Ep. CCX. 5.317 A); of bet ravrov 
Xeyovres ovotay Kat vmroaTaACW, avaykigtovra mpoTwnra jprovov Oponoyelr 
oudþopa, Kal ev T& repuoTaobai Neyew Tpeis vro0TAOEW, EVPLOKOVTUL ju1} 
þevyorres T0 Tov Zaſze\Ntov Kaxov, os Kal avros moANaxor ovyxeov TV 
evvolav, eriyerpe Suaipey Ta Tpooona, TYV avryy vrooTaow Acywv Tpos 
Thv EKGoTOTE TApepimtovoar Xpelay peraoxnpariteoba (Ep. CCxxxv. 6. 
364 B)2. A passage in Adv. Eunomium V, which at first sight 
appears curious, probably means that St. Paul and the prophets 
when rightly understood proclaim the doctrine of the Trinity 
when only mentioning any one Person : Tpuda Thy pordda rnpvo- 
oovTes, GAA. Evoryra Oeoryros eibores, ev Evi nmporoty TH TPa Kypvooovot 
(315 B)> Besides this frequently recurring use of the word, it is 
also found in Basil with its older meanings of face, person repre- 
sented, person referred to, and dramatic character. He refers to 
the Jewish interpretation of Towyjowper avÞpuroy In Gen. i. 26 as 
follows : TroXAa, ac, tort Ta Tporura Tpos obs 6 Aoyos Yeyove ToD 
Oeod. Tos ayyeors yap Aeye Tots TapeoTwow avre (Hex. ix. 6. 87 E). 
The only reference to inner personality is a metaphorical use of 
Tp6Twrov as face : avdyry . . . roy amobavorra . . . evagThvai Out THYS Cv 
XpuoT®@ » + » Xeptros, Kal pykert us Tas Gpaprias TO TPITwirov TOD EW 
dvDporov Os mTp6oravpa xorpas Exe (De Bapt. 1. 10. 636 E). 

What is true of Basil is truce of the Gregories. A typical 
Trinitarian passage is xpy kat Toy &a Orov Typeiv, rat Tas Tpeis 
irooTdres opoloyely, ere ow Tpia mTpogurta, Kal EKATTIV jueTa THS 
{iBuoryros (Greg. Naz. Or. xx, Migne, xxxv. 1072 c). The older, 
non-technical, uses are also found. In one passage mental and 
Spiritual qualities are implied : &%a 70 Toy Tpoowroy d£10TLOTOV 
(Gr. Naz, Ep. ci, M. xxxvii. 177 4); and in one place Gregory of 
Nyssa uses the word non-technically in reference to the Incarna- 
tion : vrep Ths avPpwroryros To tov Tporwnroy TpoBanNopeos (C. Ar. 
e; Sadb., M. xlv. 1292 B). 

A very important development is found in Epiphanius. The 
common ancient use of the word in such phrases as &ro rpoowrov 
Tw6s to denote the person in whose name an utterance is made is 
combined with the later Trinitarian use : roXAd torr Setfat Ore EK 
Tpogwrov Tod Ilarpss earw ev Th ra\ain biabyry eipnpea, GANG Kat ex 
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TpPoTwToV TOD YOU TOAAGKLS, Kal Ex TPOTWTOV THAW TOD Gylor Lverparos 
(Ancor. xxxix, M. xliii. 88 A); ov«ere 8 &md TpoTwnov Ilatpos povov, 
ov9e GTO TpogwTOL Yiod puovov, GANL perairara TOY mpootruv Tlatphs kai 
Yiod $yo. .. . (Adv. Haer. II, ii. 74, M. xlii. 325 B). Further, this 
idiom is applied to the Incarnation in the exposition of the Gospel 
Sayings of Christ, with the result that language is used similar 
to that in which Nestorius expounds his Christology : r{ oy, 
þaoiv, eorw 6 AGyos obros oy etrev, ot Oct prov, Oct pou, iva Tl pe 
eyKaTEmes ; | Ti Oe ov oaqes ety ory and Tpogwrov Ths avrod evavOpu- 
TyTeos avOpwrotabos rpoanerau To pmpa (1b. TT. ii. 62, M. xlii, 305c); 
&{ 0e aovvarov 1v karaoxeVmvai tua Thy Veoryra, mas Gpa tk TpPoruTOL TD 
avrov Heoryros nouvvaro py byvai To Oct pov KTN. ; GAN” oDTOS EK TPOTOTOU 
TIS avTov evavOpwryoews avOpwrorabos edirvuro 6 Xoyos, wa pabuper 
dAnbwos elvai Thy Evoapkov Tapouoiav, kat ov Soryoe 7 pavracia map 
avrod oixovopybeoar (1b. IT. ii, 63, M. xlii. 308 c). 

Such language is never found in Apollinarius. For him 
Christ is & Tp6owrov. He only uses the word as a technical 
termi, as in the following passages, of which the first two refer 
to the doctrine of the Trinity, the rest to the Incarnation : 
dAXorpur be ovx mrrov Kai Of Thv Tpuea pry Kara ahybuay tk Tpwv 
TPOTOTOV OpPONoYODVTES, GAN Ev provdet To TpwTNouy aoef3os Kara ovvDeow 
$avra{0pevor kat ropiav ev Vee Toy viov ws & ivOpury Thy avOpwrivny 
myovpevor, Or 1s 6 avOpwros ear. Tops, kat Noyov Opoius TO Kari 
Tpoo$opay 7 Sdyoray elonyorpevor ovoepua viooTdoE OVoe jprovy 
(Lietzmann,* p. 167, 18); Tpoowrov pey yap Exaorov T0 Elvat avro 
kat vþeoTdvar OnNot, Veorhs Se marpos oov, Kat onde julia TOY TPLOV 
1 Georys Aeyorro, Tv Tatpos ihioryra Tapororay vio Te Kat TVEL part 
paprupet GOoTe & pev E Tpuot Tporonoars pa pybyoerar 1 Veorys, rai 1) 
Tpus SrafgeBarodrar Kat To & ov SaKomTeArTAL Kai 1} TPOS TOY MATEPA 
vouch vio Te kat TvEUpunros Evorys OopoNoyeirat & OE Kat TPOTwrov Ev 
Aeyer Tis Gomep kat Tv Oeoryra pla, oUk EOTW WS & TH OVO EV TY 
(16. p. 172, 10); «& yap 0\os aye, Te To ayuatopevoy ; &« 6 ovuras 
dyudtera, Ti To aydov ; GAN Ops GuAdTTOY TO & TpPITwrov Kai THY 
&ptpurov Evos Lwov Sy\wow T6 Te dytdtav Kat To ayuteorVai ral o\ov 
rebeurev (1b. p. 189, 14); & yoov els" 6 e« Ths dyias rapbevou TexVeis 
ov6paorau at avros Cort © && ob Ta Tdvra Yeyove ', pun ors EOTiV, 
ered mp6 wrov Ev Exov tis Ovo Suaiperw, TEL jpu96e tdi vos To TOA 
at 8a $vos 4 beorns kara Thy odprwcw, GAN voTep dvOpwros jig 


1 Mt. xxvil. 46. 
? Apollinaris von Laodicea u. seine Schule, Tibingen, 1904. 
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vos, ovrw Kat 6 & opowpart avBpwruv yevoperos XpiorTos (1b. p. 257, 
I4); A&yojuev Oe Ta Gporepa, ral && ovpavord To ov Our T1Yv Veoryra rai 
EK YUVAUKOS TO ONOV Out THYV TAPKA, OVK ELBOTES OLOUPET WW TOV EVOS MPOTOTOV 
ov0e droreuvorTres TOY ovpariov TO yyivoy ov8e ToD yyivov TO ovpdviov 
(16. p. 259, 10). 

There is no further light on the use of the word to be gained 
from Chrysostom. He makes use of it in many of its common 
non-technical meanings, and also as a technical term in Trini- 
tarian doctrine, e.g. when he speaks of Arius as ets rapa\\ayyv 
ovolas xov Thv & Tos Tporurors Hapopar (De Sacerd. iv. 410 A). 
The only passages in which the word occurs in connexion with 
the Incarnation are an obscure reference in Cramer's Catena, 
where the words 8&0 Tp6rwra Servvs rat Veov kat avOpwrov OCCUT 
(on Heb. 1. 8), and a sentence in a spurious treatise : py rowyomre 
80 rporore T0 & Tpoaurov To) Xpuorod (Migne, P. G. L. lxiv. 35). 

Macarius of Egypt seems to use Tp6owrov for aspect: es 80 
mp6oora voeira T& mpdypara (Hom. xxvi. 10); exx\yoia & Got 
TPOTOTOS VOEITAL . « « TY TVOTHPATL « +» » Kat TY TvYKPLuart THS WoNTs. 
Grav obv e&is Toy avOpwrov Nappavyrai, exkAhyoia eorw oNov uvroL TO 
ovyxpupa (Hom. xxxviii. 8), Sometimes he uses it simply to 
mean thing: T% 60 rp6oura xdpis «at Gpapria (Hom. X1. 7); 6v0 
TPOTOTA. TVVATTOMEva TENEWV TL MPA jun. Gmepydtera, olov vo Habhra 

. » (Hom. xXxxii. 6). In Palladius the word occurs once 
meaning {ype : Noe Tp6owrov eort Ths 6xTypootrvys (Migne, P. G. L. 
Ixv. 336 c). 

So far the only usages suggestive of that which is common in 
Nestorius have been found in Athanasius and Epiphanius. But 
in Theodore of Mopsuestia, as might be expected, there is an 
exact anticipation of the teaching of Nestorius : 6rav pey yap Tas 
$ioas Harpivoper, TUXElav Thy voi rod Veod Aoyou paper, Kai TENEOV 
T0 Tp6Twrov* ovde yap emporutov EXT VIGOTATW eimeiv* TENEay Oe Kal 
Thv Tod dvOporov vow, kat TO TpP6Twrov Opotlus* OTAV jhevTOL ETL THV 
ovdpaay tripe, tw mrp6rurtoy Tore þajpev. TOY avrov ON Tporov 
xdvraiba iBav $apty rod Veod A&yov Thv ovotav, iSiav Be rat Thv TOY 
avOporov Biakxexpaevat yap al hroaus, & 6 T0 mpoownrov TY WOE 
aroreovueror voTe kavranla orav per Tas vous Harpie mupoa, 
TEX«tov TO mp6TwoTOV ape vat To TOY avOpwrov, TENeov Ot Kat TO THYS 
Oecrmros. Grav be mpos Tiy Ewuow GinoBavwper, TOTE Ev elvar 70 
Tp6gwrTov Gpw Tas vous KnprurToper, ThS Te avOpwrotyros Ty Veoryrt 
Tv Tapas Ths KTWews TYWv bexopernys, kai Ths Oeoryros & arty Tuvra 
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enreXovoys Ta Seovra (Fragm. de Incarn. viii). There is also the 
older non-technical USC : dTAVTE PeEVTOL TH TOD WAhpod ws EK MPOTOTOV 
Tod Aaod þyow (Exp. m Ps. xv. 1). 

In Theodoret, the contemporary and friend of Nestorius, 
there is a surprising absence of the Nestorian technical use. 
There is the original meaning of face : Tp6owrov bod Thy ebpevaay 
Kal ThVv Tis eXevbepias dmoOoow Kat Thv Ths KnSeporias &mro\mubru (In 
Dan. iii. 41); T0 pe& Ths ertakeias anredvoatro mpoowreov, Ta Bet The 
ovooeſtelas eyvprace mpogownov (HT. E, 1ii.11), There is the technical 
use in Trinitarian doctrine : Tyv 6 ye vr6graow Tporurov TwOs 
&lvar OnAwTUNY, olov 7} TOY Tatpos 4} TOD viod 4 Tod dyiov mvErparos: 
Tv Yap vrogoTaAaTw Kal TO TPOTwWToV Kal THV ZOLoTYTA TAITOY TY PANE 
ape TOs Tov daylov TaTpwy opois dxoNovVoovres (Dial. i, Migne, 
P. G. L. Ixxxiii. 36 A). But of the Incarnation he says : 6r. era 
TIV EVwow EL Tpoguty Kal T& vynnha Kat Ta TUTEWR TpPoddmTEL 7 eta 
Fpapy . . . To\Adkts Env ws Kat TH Oeia kat Ta avOpwrrewa To &y Bexera 
Tp6owrov. 8d. Tor ToITo Kal of TPLopuardpot TaTEpes, Grws bet mwTErav 
&s Toy TaTEpa OagavTes Kat eis To TO) viod TpP6Twrov peraſgavres, ok 
elrov evOvs © kat ets Toy viov Tod Oeod *, kairor Mav axoNovbov Tv Ta Tepi 
Peod at ratpos eipyroros evlus Kat THY TOV vionu Oeiver mpoomyopiay* GAN 
nBouybyoav 60d rat Tov Ths VeoNoyias kat Toy THS oixovopas Ypiy 
Tapadooyar AGyov, Wa py Gao jew To Tys Veormros G\No Oe To THIS 
avOpwroryros Tpoowrov vouuoby (Dial. iii, Migne, P. G. £. Ixxxiii. 
280 C). 

In Cyril of Alexandria is found almost every sense of the 
word : face (Migne, P. G. L. Ixviii. 236 D); aspect (1d. Ixxiv. 
336 A); mask (In Act. Syn. Eph. 218); image, representation 
(In Toh. Comm. 302 c) ; type (Migne, P. G. L. lxviii. 235 D, 285 4, 


Ixix. 596 a) ; antitype (1d. Ixviii. 785 B, Ixix. 568 B) ; the person 


represented by a speaker (In Toh. Comm. 304a; De Inc. Unig. 
703a; 1n Oseam. v. 143c, d; [n Psalm. ix. 1, &c.); a person 
in the ordinary colloquial sense (Migne, P. G. L. Ixix. 752 B, Ixxvil. 
169 A). In at least ten passages Tp6owroy is used in its technical 
Sense of the doctrine of the Trinity, e. g. pia yap 7 Ths beoryros 
vos & Tpogrunty TE Kal VMOUTACEL TATPOS TE KL VIOU KAL AYLOV TVEUPAATOS 
(In Toh. Comm. 806 a). The passages referring to the Incarna- 
tion may be divided into those in which he is reproducing 
Nestorian views, and those in which he is expounding his own. 
The former are as follows: & «owos avOpwros eorw 6 Xpuoros, 
tura pory Th Kera Tpoownov THYV ovdpuay exwy TpPs TOY EK Oeov 
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A6yov . . . (De Rect. Fid. ad Arc. et Mar. 66c); . . . riy «af 
UTOJTAOW Wor To) Aoyou TpPHs THYVv Tdpka, kat ovxi ON porn TiYv & 
TpoToros, Kai ara De\yow . . . (1b. 103e); . . . why mpoownov 
evore reryunpeos (1b. 224); &pAyoe rar” ovdeva Tperov TOY Gpbov 
ThS TUWTEs Aoyov els TO ovrTws Exay, Kav & mPogoTruY Eur nin 
Luo Twes (Ep. iv, Ad Nest. Occ. i. 24 d); dAN' eneidy okowos ekeivors 
0v0 Acyew XpuoTovs, kat &vo viovs, kat Tov pev avOpwrov tkas TOY Be 
cov itras: era povuey TOY TPOTOTWY TOODTLY TYV EVWOLY, Out TOUTO 
TouAAovrai, kat mpopdoes mThaTTOVTUL Ev Gpaprias, kala yeypanTar 
(Ad Cler. Const. M.1xxvii. 65B); ove yap avexy tpogwros 0votv, mryouv 
vT6oTATET, Tas povas Lravepear (Ad Acac. Mel. M. lxxvii. 193A). In 
the following two passages Cyril is setting forth his own teaching : 
yeyove yap npov perirys evavOpwrnoas 6 vis, kal oiov GLa\Narths Eis 
eipyvy, oo Erepo Tpotevav TAY & TG KOTPa TYv vroTaynv, CAN Os Ev 
iSip Tperuty, T& Ve& ral rarpi (De Rect. Fid. ad Pulch. et Eud. 
I69 a); tara ThS TATEWWTEWS TH DOvVNoTpPENT PHpaTa, OUK Ava ſBawvoura jpmev 
Tpos T1Yv ovoiav avon, GANG TO THs evavOpwnyotos Tpoowny TEPLKELPLEVE 
(Zhes. M. Ixxv. 120A). The dubious treatise De 7Trinitate contains 
the two following passages : . . . iva «avredbev T6 Te Sudpopor THEY 
$vocov Tod XpuoTo®, T6 Te povabtv TOY mpogwrov Ywworoper (XVII) ; 
TO TpETepoy TOlvuy Oikewvpevos TpPLruToOV, Kal pe) npuor TI0TOV EaUTOV, 
radra eXeyev (xxv). This last sentence, with its suspiciously 
Nestorian language, is silently omitted by the Latin translator 
(se Migne, P. G. L. Ixxvil. 1169 A). 

This survey may be concluded by the following passage from 
the Definition of Chalcedon : 6poXoyodper . . . Eva kat TOv avrov 
XpurrTov . , - Ov8apod Ths Tov vow Sapopas avnpnperns 0a ThV 
wow, ouloperns 5 pwankov Ths iouTyros Exarepas vows, Kal is Ev 
Tp6Twrov Kai play VIOGTATLY TUYTPEXOVOTS, OVK Els OVo mpLTwna prepto- 
uevoy # Suatporpevor, GAN tva Kat Tov avrov Yiov Kat povoyevy Ocov 
AGyov Kupuwy Inoovy XpuoTov. 
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IV. 7he Metaphysic of Westorius.' 


Wurar Nestorius really taught, and whether he was himselt 
orthodox or a heretic, are questions which have been reopened 
by the discovery of his own defence of his position in the 
'Book of Heracleides?*.* So long as the first of these remains 
a mystery, the second cannot be answered ; and this paper is 
put forward as a suggestion towards the interpretation of 
Nestorius' writing and the understanding of what he taught. 
It deals mainly with one point, the meaning of the word 
Tpoowrov In Nestorius' teaching ; but as the argument in the 
Liber Heraclidis depends on his use of the word, it is a point 
which must receive our first attention. 

The traditional view of Nestorius has been that he thought to 
Solve the Christological problem by the theory of a *moral 
union * : © The answer was found in the theory of a moral union, 
the association of Jesus the Son of Mary with the eternal 
Logos : an association the basis of which is the actual moral 
identity of the will of Jesus with the divine will of the Logos.” * 
Such a theory could only be satisfactory if it were based on a 
metaphysic in which the ultimate reality is identified with will : 
but, in the language of patristic theology, that would involve 
identifying will with ovot, and the slightest acquaintance with 
Nestorius' writings is enough to show that he never did that. 
Dr. Loofs has put forward the theory that Nestorius did not 
mean to teach any metaphysical union at all, He opposes what 
he calls a *personal and moral” union to all kinds of meta- 
physical union, and holds that Nestorius cared nothing for the 
latter. We misunderstand him because * we cannot free our- 
Selves from metaphysics'. Without stopping to discuss the 
curious notion that any non-metaphysical Christology can be 
Satisfactory, or whether such a conception can credibly be 

1 Reprinted from The Journal of Theological Studies, vol. xix, No. 73. 

2 Cp. Bethune-Baker, Nestorius and his Teaching, Cambridge, 1908 ; Loofs, 
Nestorius and his Place tn the History of Chnisttan Doctrine, Cambridge, 1914 ; 
and criticisms of them in the Churck Quarterly Review by H. M. Relton (Jan. 
19:2) and A. C. Headlam (July, 1915). Also R. H. Connolly and A. J. Mason in 


J. T. S. xii. 486 and xv. 88. 
3 Weston, The One Christ (1914), p. 88. 
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ascribed to a patristic theologian, I shall hope first to show 
that Nestorius did, as a matter of fact, mean to put forward 
a metaphysical theory; secondly, to make a suggestion as to 
what that theory was ; and, thirdly, to offer some few criticisms 
on what I believe him to have taught. 


I 


When we ask whether Nestorius meant to teach that Christ 
was one person or two persons, we are faced by the fact that 
there is in his terminology no word precisely similar to our 
*person*, He s$hares with all his contemporaries an outlook 
not yet concerned with the psychological investigation which 
has produced the problem of the nature of personality as it 
appears in modern philosophy.' Still, if by *personality* we 
mean the real centre of being of a person, that idea was rightly 
expressed by the use, which came to be generally adopted in 
Nestorius' day from the Cappadocian Fathers, of v76oraos ; 
which word, although commonly rendered in Latin by persona, 
itself really means mdroidua substantia., It denotes some thing 
objectively existent, one piece of reality, so to say, which in the 
case of a human being will naturally be his personality, though 
in the case of a material thing we could not use that term to 
describe it. It is in this sense of v76oraors, I am inclined to 
think, that Cyril bases the oneness of Christ on a &wors «a# 
UTOUTATWw. 

Nestorius generally used vtrooraos in the older sense, as 
equivalent to ovoia, though there are a few passages in which he 
Shows himself to be acquainted with, and even accepts the newer 
usage.* Apart from these he has no word which, like trooraos 
in Cyril, may be looked on as expressing the germ of that 
conception of *person * which is still growing to-day. When he 
wishes to emphasize the unity of Christ's essential (as we should 
Say) personal being, he simply uses the number * one *, or denies 
that he makes Christ two. He teaches that Christ is one : he 
denies that he believes in two Sons or two Lords or two Christs.* 


1 Cp. C. C. ]. Webb, Studies in the History of Natural Theology, pp. 143 $9. 

? Cp. Bethune-Baker, op. ci., p. 50. 

3 E.g. * Dominum nostrum Christum secundum naturam duplicem dicamus, 
Secundum quod est filius, unum *, Loofſs, Nestoriana, p. 341; and cp. Heracleides, 
PP- 47-50, 146, 160, 189-91, 196, 209-10, 215, 225, 227, 237-8, 295-302, 314, 
317. (The references are to the pages of the present volume.) 
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This is in effect a claim not to be condemned as Nestorian in 
the traditional sense, and our object is to discover how he 
attempted to make good this claim. 

It is a question, he says, of the kind of unity possible in the 
circumstances, and to describe it he uses the word Tp6downov. 

We will call it provisionally prosdpic union. His argument | 
Seems to rest on two principles. 

(1) Divine and human ovo/ac being entirely different things, 
absolutely antithetical the one to the other, they must remain $0 | 
in the union of them in Christ, if He is to be perfect God and | 
perfect man: for if either the godhead changes into the manhood, 
or vice versa, one or other will not be there at all: and if the 
two are fused, Christ will be neither God nor man, but some new 
kind of being.? 

(2) The union must be voluntary on both sides. We cannot 
think either of Christ's humanity or of His divinity as being 
constrained against its will as a result of the union.* 

With these two principles in his mind he turns to consider 
the three kinds of unity which he finds have to be taken into 
account, 

(a) There is the unity of the Persons in the Trinity. 


(b) There is the unity of soul and body in man. 
(c) There is the unity of godhead and manhood in Christ. 


In the Trinity the Father and the Son are one in ovoia and 
$voes, but differ in Tpoowroy, while soul and body differ in ovota 
and $voys, but are united $voas $0 as to make one human 
ovoia with human $vos. So he calls the first of these a unity 
of ovoia, and the second a natural union (&wors $vouwy). Now, 
the godhead and the manhood in Christ cannot be united like 
the persons in the Trinity, for their ova are two and not one * : 
but neither can they be united like soul and body, for the union 
of soul and body is not a voluntary union ; they are both created 
things held together by the will of their Creator, and besides, 
they are both by themselves, unlike the godhead and the 
manhood of Christ, incomplete things incapable of separate 
existence.* So there must be some third kind of unity, 


1 Heracleides, pp. 22, 26-7, &c., and cp. his accusation of Cyril on p. 320. 
? Pp. 38, 179, 304, and cp. Loofs, Nestorms, p. 68. 

3 P. 189. 

* Pp. 38, 179, 394- 
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exemplified in the third case, and this he calls a unity of 
TPOTWTOV. 

All the way through he confidently appeals to this conception 
of a prosdpic union as though it explained everything, and as 
though it were quite clear what the word Tp6owroy meant. What 
it did mean to him we shall consider below : the immediate point 
is that from his use of it in discussing these three kinds of unity 
we may surely conclude that to him it meant something parallel 
to ovota and pros. But these are elements in the metaphysical 
analysis of a thing, and $0 Tp6cwrov, whatever the word means, 
must denote some other such element, and if so, then the 
phrase *pros9þpic union * must represent an attempt to find a 
1 real metaphysical unity of the godhead and the manhood in 
[1 Christ. | 
y, The belief that Tp6dowroy denotes a real element in the being 
of a thing is strengthened by the consideration of such passages 
as these : | 

(Although the Tpdowrov exists not without ovotia, the ovoia and 
the Tp6owrov are not the same,' and 

* In order that we might not, like Sabellius, make the Tp6owra 
without kypostasis and without ovota.' | 
It looks then as though in the metaphysic of Nestorius everything 
that exists may be analysed into ovota, vos, and rpdowrov, We 
must now ask what in this analysis: the word Tp6owrov is used to 
describe. 


II 


(For Nestorius *, says Dr. Loofs, *who . . . was influenced by 
the manner of speaking common at that time, the main thing in 
his notion of Tp6owroy, according to the etymology of the word, 
was the external undivided appearance. . . . In his opinion, I 
believe, everything had its Tp6owroy, that is its appearance, its 
kind of being seen and judged. In not a few places in Nestorius, 
it is true, the meaning of Tp6owrov coincides with our meaning of 
the word © person ”, e.g. *©Cyril's 7p6owroy ”' means Cyril, *©these 
Tp6Twra *' means these persons, and els cat 6 avros and ty mp6owrov 
may be used alternately. Nevertheless . . . I must lay stress on 
the fact that the notion of Tp6owrov in Nestorius grew upon 
another soil and, therefore, had a wider application than our 


i Heracleides, pp. 170, 228. 
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term *person '.'' Asimilar account of the Syriac word pars6phd, 
which is used throughout the Liber Heraclidis to represent 
Tpoowrov, Is given in a note added to Prof. Bethune-Baker's 
work.? These passages suggested to me that we should take 
this simple and clear meaning of Tp6owrov, a meaning which the 
word is undoubtedly able to bear, and, using it as parallel to 
*essence * and *nature* in the metaphysical analysis, see how 
far it would carry us in the interpretation of Nestorius' writing. 
The surprising thing was that throughout the Liber Heraclidis 
the understanding of Tp6owrov in this way gave an intelligible 
sense, and presented a coherent and consistent Christological 
theory sufficiently sIimple to explain how Nestorius could 
confidently appeal to it as the solution of all difficulty. 

In modern times, of course, many thinkers have distinguished 
between a thing as it 1s in itself and as it appears to us. In this 
they have usually started by considering the fact of error in 
Sense-perception, or by contrasting our mental image* or 
*jidea* of a thing with the reality it is supposed to represent. 
But neither of these lines of thought rnust be ascribed to 
Nestorius. If Tpdcowrov for him means the appearance of a 
thing, it means that appearance not as opposed to the thing's 
reality, but considered as an objectively real element in its 
being ; and the genesis of the conception must be sought along 
other lines. Two suggestions may be made. In the first place, 
an analysis of reality into ovoia and vos almost demands such 
a completion. If the invisible ovo is that in which the various 
elements of the $#o:s are united, a word 1s needed to describe 
the external undivided appearance of the whole. And secondly, 
the common conception of the Godhead as invisible but revealed 
in Christ who is the ei«wov T0) dopdrov Tarpss 1s a conception akin 
to that which we are consldering. 

Supposing then that Nestorius analysed everything that exists 
into ovoia, þvos, and Tp6cwrov, that is, into essence, nature (or 
sum of qualities), and appearance, how can this be applied to 
Christology ? 

The godhead and the manhood of Christ each has its ovota, 
$vos, and Tp6owrov. Now for reasons given above we cannot 
find the centre of their union in either their ovo7 or their vos. 
But we can think of two different things, different in ovoia and 

1 Loofs, Nestorms, p. 76. 2 Bethune-Baker, op. cf., p. 219. 
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$vos, which nevertheless are identical in appearance. The 
appearances overlap, so to say, But two identical appearances 
will be one appearance. Surely here we have found that 
element in their being in which two ovolar, complete with their 
respective $#ioas, can be united s0 as to be one without ceasing 
to be themselves. 

At first sight this certainly does not look like any real union 

at all. Two things which look alike are not one thing. But 
such a criticism entirely misunderstands Nestorius' thought. 
For him the Tp6owroy is no mere appearance. It is a real 
element in the being of a thing, without which, or if it were 
other than it is, the thing would not be what it is. A Tp6owrov 
which was not the Tp6owroy of an ovoia would be a mere 1llusion, 
a figment of the imagination, and neither the manhood nor the 
godhead of Christ was that. On the other hand, an ovo'a without 
a Tp6rwrov was unthinkable.” And so a prosdprc union is a real 
union, and that kind of real union which is possible in the 
particular case we are considering. 

The ordinary view of Nestorius' position is that he taught 
that the manhood and the godhead of Christ existed in two 
Separate persons who were united by a moral union ”, that is, 
two persons whose wills were identical in content : the man. 
Jesus being granted «ar' ed8oxiav complete unity with the Logos. i 
Undoubtedly Nestorius did teach the existence of two wills 
which were one in that they willed alike.* But he taught more 
than this. The contents of the wills are alike, it is true, but 
also in one of the three elements of their being their owners are 
united in a real metaphysical union. So although he says *| To 
have] the Tp6owroy of God is to will what God wills',* yet he 
denies that he teaches a union of two separate persons united by 
love and by an equality of honour and power.* No; there is a 
real metaphysical unity, and he neither teaches nor believes in 
'two Sons '.* 


1 © Nestorius as an adherent of the Antiochian school could as little realize 
a really existent nature without Tp6ownov as without vngorarrs, for the whole 
of the characteristics which make the nature must, in his opinion, as necessarily 
have a form of appearance, 7. e. a np65wnov, as a real being by which they are 
borne, #.e. a bn6oTaors,% Loofs, Nestorius, p. 78, Cp. Heracleides, pp. 170, 219, 


228, 
? Heracleides, pp. 59, 62, 65-6, 70, 163, 5 P. 59. , 
4 P. 314. 5 Sce P. 412, N. 3+ 
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Passages which suggest the above interpretation of Tpdowrov 
will be found on pp. 20-1, 53, 146-7, 158, 165, 189-90, 218-19, 
238, 246-7, 310-11, and 318 of the present volume. 

These passages illustrate Nestorius' prevailing use of Tp6o- 
wrov and treatment of the subject. There are also passages of 
great Significance in which the object of the sharing of the 
Tp6owrTa 18 Said to be mantfestation, e.g. It is known that God 
the Word is said to have become flesh and the Son of man after 
the likeness and after the Tp6owrov of flesh and of man whereof 
He made use to make Himself known to the world.” ' We must 
\ also note what a prominent place in his Christological argument 
is taken by the passage in Phil. ii. 7, where St. Paul speaks of 
the Son taking the *© form of a servant *. 

One is apt to think that this interpretation of Nestorius' 
teaching cannot be right because it is so simple and obvious 
that he must have meant something more. If this was his 
doctrine, the doubt and confusion which exists as to what he 
taught could never have arisen. But I am not sure that the 
very simplicity of it may not have been both the ground of its 
attractiveness to Nestorius and the cause of its being overlooked 
by students of him. Certainly his language throughout the 
Liber Heraclidis is the language of one who believes that he 
iS presenting a simple, clear, and satisfactory solution of the 
Christological problem, which removes all difficulty. Any one 
who turns from struggling to understand Dr. Loofs' interpreta- 
tion of Nestorius to the study of the Liber Heraclidis itself must 
find it incredible that the theory which Nestorius presents with 
such confidence should be anything so obscure as his interpreter 
makes out. And yet its simplicity, on the interpretation suggested 
above, is based on a very acute subtlety of metaphysical thought, 
which might easily have rendered the theory unintelligible to 
many even in his own day ; though Cyril may well have under- 
Stood it when he wrote ov Saipereov Toryapory els vious Ou TOY Eva 
xipioy "Inoodv Xprorov. ovyoe Ot xar ovdeva Tporov Tov opbov Ths 
TioTEws AGyov es T0 ovrws Exew, kay & TpPoroTruy Eorw erwpypmiloot 
Twes* ov yap etpyrev 7 ypapy, or: 6 A6yos dvOpwrov mTporuroy NVOTev 
EauT@, GAN! Ort yeyove Tapt.* 

1 Heracleides, p. 158. Cp. pp. 55, 172, 194. 
0 2 Cyril, ad Nest. ii, 11. 101-6 (Bindley), Labbe (Mansi) iv, 892 4. 
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III 


In this brief sketch of a suggested interpretation of Nestorius' 
teaching I have concentrated attention on what seems to be the 
main point of his teaching as set forth in the Liber Ferachidts. 
It is true that he objected to the term Geor6xos as implying the 
ascription of a human mode of existence to the divine ovota, 
though he was willing to accept it if properly safeguarded. It 
is true that he spoke of a unity of will owing to the divine and 
the human will in Christ willing alike. So far he is purely 
Nestorian in the traditional sense, and such teaching may be 
found discussed in any work on Christian doctrine. But if 
beyond all this he went on to explain the Incarnation as a union 
in Tp6owroy in the sense outlined above, then this will be really 
the keystone of his dogmatic edifice, and by this he must stand 
or fall. 

Now, in the first place, as often in the case of philosophical 
theories, the almost immediate objection of the plain man is 
really justified. Two things which look alike are not really one, 
and in trying to show that they are Nestorius has fallen into a 
temptation which always besets philosophers. All metaphysical 
systems are attempts to describe reality, but unless at every step 
one's thought is tested by reference to the reality one is trying 
to describe, it is fatally easy to elaborate the system, but in 
doing $0 to wander farther and farther from the truth. So 
here, when we have analysed real things into ovoia, $vois, and 
Tp6owrov, it is tempting to play with these three elements of the 
analysis as Nestorius does, as though they were the real object 
of our thought. But if we go back to consider the real thing, 
and see how i: is a unity whose elements are only separable in 
thought, we see that the Tp6owrov is 80 bound up with the ovoia 
and $vors that two different ovota. and $vous must have different 
Tp6owra, Two identical rp6owra would be indeed not two but 
one, and would imply but one ovoia and $vos. The Christology 
of Nestorius is only possible when his metaphysic has become 
thoroughly artificial. 

Secondly, this statement that the system is artificial is borne 
out when we remember that there is in reality another kind of 
unity to be considered which is not allowed for by Nestorius. 
Where are we to place the unity of God and man in the 
prophets, of Christ and man in the Christian ? The fact that 
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Nestorius was accused of Samosatene teaching shows that he 
was felt to be unsatisfactory on this point : although he himself 
repeatedly denies that he taught that Christ was a mere man, or 
that he had any sympathy with Paul of Samosata." But surely 
there are only three posslbilities : 


(a) Christ and the Christian are united according to one of 
Nestorius' three kinds of union. 

(b) That list of kinds of union is not exhaustive. 

(c) They are not really united. 


Nestorius' teaching really seems to have involved (c).* But if 
we are not satisfied with this we must choose between (a) and (6). 
Now for Nestorius (6) would destroy his main argument, In what 
can they be united except the rpdowroy ? ; and he has ruled out (a) 
in teaching that Godhead and manhood cannot be united in ovota 
or vos, and that the prosdpic union does not make Christ a man 
like other men. 

So we come to a third criticism, If Nestorius' theory after 
all does not provide a real union between the godhead and the 
manhood in Christ, nor allow for a real union between the 
Christian and God, then, from the point of view of religion, 
the One Mediator between God and man has not been found ; 
from the point of view of philosophy the universe contains an 
unresolved dualism between two utterly opposed ovoia,, godhead 
and manhood. Here of course lies the importance of Christ for 
metaphysics : godhead and manhood finding their oneness in 
Him He is thus the guarantee of the rationality of the universe. 
The Christological problem is the problem of explaining that 
oneness, and the *prosoptc union ' of Nestorius' theory 1s not 
strong enough to bear the strain it was designed to meet. 

It is the conception of the complete and eternal antithesis 
between Godhead and manhood which prevents any satisfactory 
Solution of the problem, but neither Nestorius nor any of his 
contemporary theologians would ever have thought of questioning 
the truth of this conception. The difference between Nestorius 
and Cyril is that whereas Nestorius is throughout pertectly 
consistent, and his theory a brilliant attempt to solve the problem 
on the basis of a principle which renders all solution imposstble, 

1 Cp. Heracleides, pp. 194, 236-7, and Loofs, Nestoriana, pp. 182, 192, 223, 


299, Z303Z—-12. 
2 Heracleides, pp. 48-9, 74-5- 
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Cyril's greatness lies in the very fact of his inconsistency, He 
would no more question the antithesis between godhead and 
manhood than would Nestorius, but where the truth was too 
much for his system, he preferred the truth to the system, and 
by his self-contradiction (which Nestorius exposes again and 
again) left room for further development of Christological 
doctrine in the future. 

What, then, will be our judgement on Nestorius? If the 
above interpretation of his teaching be true, he surely repre- 
Sents a very gallant and ingenious attempt to explain the 
Incarnation without giving up the belief that in Christ is to be 
found a complete human person as well as a complete divine 
person. He could not think of humanity except as existing in 
a distinct human person ; for him, to deny the human v76oraos 
of Christ was to teach an Apollinarian maimed humanity.' 
Cyril boldly gave up belief in a distinct human #T76oraors in 
Christ, Nestorius saw at once that this was inconsistent with 
the belief of both as to the relation between God and man, but 
in Cyril's inconsistency we have till a challenge to thought and 
to the search for a perfect Christology which is not to be found 
in the barren coherence of Nestorius, L. 3. 


1 E.g. Heracleides, pp. 240-1, 
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